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CHAPTER I

THE PROBLEM
The current State of Michigan statutes covering public school districts'
property tax collection and revenue distribution procedures are
increasing public school districts' expenses and preventing revenue
growth.
Introduction
In recent years, a deepening financial crisis has developed in
public school systems in the United States.

Public school systems

have always been targets of criticism because they are traditionally
pictured as immobile structures, unable to change and very inefficient.
The financial crisis has added another dimension for criticism,
and that is, they are unable to utilize the available resources
efficiently.

The financial crisis and resource utilization criticism

is one of the most current, frustrating and perplexing problem facing
school management.
Because the property tax in most states is the foundation for
school finance, it is possible that both the financial crisis and
resource criticism are basically due to the lack of understanding
on how the tax system works.

The annual poll^ conducted by the

"^Advisory Commission on Inter-Governmental Relations, Changing
Public Attitudes on Governments and Taxes. Washington, D. C., 1975.
Pp. S-4.

1
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Advisory Commission on Inter-Governmental Relations indicates that
there is much evidence of negativism to the property tax process.
Since March, 1972, the local property tax has clearly been the
most unpopular tax when compared to federal income tax, state
income tax and state sales tax.
The main purpose of this chapter is to focus on the problem to be
considered through the following actions:
1.

Review the Michigan statutory description of property tax.

2.

Establish the definition of terms used in the administration

of the property tax and in this dissertation.
3.

Review public opinions regarding property tax.

4. Review judicial opinions regarding property tax.
5. Analyze the implications of court decisions.
6. Overview and summary.
Michigan Statutory Description of Property Tax
The Constitution of the Stare of Michigan of 1963 defines property
taxation for state expenses as:
"The legislature shall provide for the uniform
general ad valorem taxation of real and tangible
personal property not exempt by law. The legis
lature shall provide for the determination of
true cash value of such property; the proportion
of true cash value at which such property shall
be uniformly assessed, which shall not, after
January 1, 1966, exceed fifty per cent; and for
a system of equalization of assessments. The
legislature may provide for alternative means
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of taxation of designated real and tangible
personal property in lieu of general ad
valorem taxation. Every tax other than the
general ad valorem property tax shall be
uniform upon the class, or classes, on
which it operates."1
"The General Property Tax Act" for the State of Michigan from Public
Act 206, 1893, Section 211.1 states:
"An Act to provide for the assessment of
property, and the levy and collection of
taxes thereon and for the collection of
taxes levied; making such taxes a lien
on the lands taxed, establishing and
continuing the lien, providing for the
sale and conveyance of lands delinquent
for taxes and for the inspection and
disposition of lands bid off to the state
and not redeemed or purchased; to provide
for the establishment of a delinquent tax
revolving fund and the borrowing of monies
by counties, and the issuance of notes;
to define and limit the jurisdictions of
the courts in proceedings in connections
therewith; to limit the time within
which actions may be brought; to prescribe
certain limitations with respect to rates
of taxation; to provide penalties for the
violation of this Act; and to repeal
certain acts and parts of acts in anywise
contravening any of the provisions of
this Act, amended by Public Act 1975,
Number 334, immediate effect January 12,
1976. That all property, real and
personal, within the jurisdiction of this
state, not expressly exempted, shall be
subject to taxation."
The various sub-sections of the Constitution of the State of Michigan
of 1963, Article IX Finance and Taxation, and "The General Property
Tax Act" 206, 1893, Section 211.1 define the procedures for operat
ional purposes.

^Michigan Compiled Laws Annotated, Vol. 2.
Publishing Company. Pp. 512 + 3.

St. Paul:

West
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Definition of Terms
Many of the terms used in this dissertation are not clearly understood
and for the sake of clarity, the more commonly used ones are defined
as follows:
Assessed valuation
The official value, which the assessor places on individual parcels
of property, and the total assessed valuation of all such property
within a taxing unit.
Assessor
The official responsible for the evaluation of all taxable properties
located within the taxing unit.
Factor
This is a figure used to adjust the assessments to assure equality.
This, theoretically, will adjust the taxes levied and eliminate
inequitable evaluations on property.
Levy
Each taxing unit "levies", or imposes a tax, expressed in mills.
The taxing unit that eventually receives the monies is considered
to have levied the taxes.
Mandamus
A court order requiring compliance with the statutes.
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Mill (millage)
The tax levied by taxing units is expressed in mills which is l/10th
of a cent, or l/1000th of a dollar.

The tax levy of one mill on

each $1,000 of state equalized valuation will yield $1.00 in taxes.
Millage, allocated
This term refers to the millage assigned to each of the taxing units
from the millage authorized under the constitutional fifteen mill
limitation.

Through a County Allocation Committee, each taxing unit

is "allocated" a share of the fifteen mills.

The fifteen mill

limitation can be increased to eighteen mills by a vote of the
electorate.
Millage, extra voted
This term refers to millage beyond the allocated which must be
authorized by a vote of the people of the taxing unit.

This may

include millage for operation, debt services and to accumulate
monies for future programs.
Public school districts
The public school districts that are providing instruction from
kindergarten through the twelfth level and are created and regulated
as a municipal corporation by the statutes of the State of Michigan.
Revenue
Income that a school district receives which is eventually used for
the payment of expenses.
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The amount of dollars received by a public school district from the
State of Michigan to assist in the support of the educational program
of that district.
State equalized valuation
The state equalized valuation is the base for applying the levy for
the property tax.

The Constitution of the State of Michigan in

1963, Article IX, Section 3 defined that the legislature shall provide
the determination of true cash value of the personal and real
property, and it shall not exceed fifty per cent of the true cash
value of such property.
Statutes of the State of Michigan
Formal actions of the state legislature, signed by the governor,
that comprise the laws of the State.
Tax collecting unit
The unit of government responsible for the actual collection of
the taxes levied.

This is commonly the same unit responsible for

the assessment of property, but the actual collection is carried
out by the treasurer of the unit.

These include cities, townships

and villages.
Tax, flat rate
A tax in which the rate remains constant.
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Tax, progressive
A tax in which the rate increases as the income to be taxed increases.
This is commonly referred to as "graduated".
Tax, property
The uniform taxation of real and personal property not exempt by law.
Real property is all lands, buildings, and fixtures thereon, and
appurtenances thereto.

Personal property is not part of the real

estate and pertains only to inventories and other properties owned
by commercial enterprises.
Tax, regressive
A tax which normally places a heavier burden on lower income as
evidenced by the per cent of the income consumed by the tax.
Tax, sales
This tax applies to specific retail sales made in the State of Mich
igan. It is also a "use" tax that applies to certain services
regarding the rental of commercial equipment.

However, for our

purposes, the "use" tax will be considered synonymous to sales tax.
Tax, summer or July
The statement for taxes levied officially in July and payable in
August is commonly referred to as the summer or July tax.
Tax, value added
This tax (VAT) is a tax levied against a product as it goes through
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production and distribution because each step adds wealth to the
product.
Tax, winter or December
The statement for taxes levied officially in December and payable
by the following February is commonly referred to as the winter or
December tax.
Taxing unit
The unit of government authorized and responsible for imposing the
particular tax, receiving the revenues and eventually expending them.
These are cities, community colleges, counties, intermediate school
districts, public school districts, townships, villages and special
districts established for specific purposes.
True cash value
True cash value for assessment purposes means what price, or cost,
the property will command in the open market in its present geographic
location.
Public Opinions Regarding Property Tax
A 1972 Gallup Survey1 reported that fifty-five per cent of its
national sample would approve a reduction in property tax and an
increase in state income taxes.
counteract this view.

Voting results, however, seem to

Shalala and Williams have done indepth

1Shalala, Donna E. and Williams, Mary Frase, Phi Delta Kappan,
(September 1974), 10.
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research into the constitutional referendums in the states of
California, Colorado, Michigan and Oregon where alternatives to
the property tax were overwhelmingly defeated.

It is apparent

that constitutional referendums proposed by initiative have a
slim chance for passage and that the ideal route is either by
legislative or constitutional convention.^

There are a number

of built in obstacles such as:
1.

Overloading proposals with too much detail.

2.

Playing a numbers game that confuses voters.

3.

Substitute taxation is not clear.

4.

Local control must be dealt with.

Shalala, Williams and Fishel did a study2 regarding the analysis of
state constitutional referendums and have concluded:
"It should be evident to the readers that
researchers are not optimistic about the
possibility of achieving major reform if
the constitutional referendum route is
taken. The system of state and local
governments in this country has never
accepted major reform easily. State and
local politics have long been characterized
by incrementalism."
In reviewing the Michigan case as related in the above study, the
property tax relief was referred to as Proposal C.

This proposal

-*-loc. cit., p. 12.
^Shalala, Donna E., Williams, Mary Frase and Fishel, Andrew,
The Property Tax and the Voters. New York: Teachers College,
Institute of Philosophy and Politics of Education, Columbia
University, 1973. Pp. 50.
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called for the elimination of the property tax, and the lost revenues
would be replaced by a value added tax on business products.
defeated in November, 1972 by 490,000 votes.

It was

The explanations for

defeat were many, however, the ruling in July, 1972, by Federal District
Court Judge Steven J. Roth ordering Michigan to purchase two hundred
ninety-five school buses to be used by the Detroit Public Schools for
cross district busing, apparently had dramatically affected the
outcome of Proposal C.
Judicial Opinions Regarding Property Tax
Recent years have witnessed an upsurge in the magnitude of school
related court decisions.

These decisions and interpretations have

had a far-reaching influence, and the understanding of the interpre
tations, within a framework of legal principles, are basic to the
total appreciation of fiscal needs for education.
Following are the most recent cases that are identified with the property
tax law; the landmark case is known as the Serrano v. Priest case'*'.
In the Serrano v. Priest case, the California Supreme Court stated:
"A funding scheme which bases the quality of a
child's education upon the wealth of his parents
and neighbors, discriminates against the poor,
violating the Fourteenth Amendment in the Calif
ornia Constitution. Discrimination, based upon
wealth, is an inherently suspect classification."
In determining that the California state system of public school
financing was unconstitutional, it was widely reported as holding
the property tax unconstitutional rather than the funding system.

15 California, 3rd 584 96 (California Rpts. 601), 487 P. 2d
1241 (California 1972).
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In the bulletin, In Search of Equity: School Finance Revisited3,
the author traced school finance reform from the early sixties
through the Serrano v. Priest case highlighting what the court
actually determined:
1.

"It is irrefutable that the school finance
system classifies on the basis of wealth.
Over half of all educational revenue is
raised locally by levying taxes on real
property in the individual school districts.
Above the foundation program minimum, the
wealth of the school district, as measured
by its assessed valuation, is a major
determinant of educational expenditures.
Obviously, the richer district is favored
when it can provide the same educational
quality for its children with less tax
effort. Affluent districts can have their
cake and eat it, too.

2.

Education is a 'distinctive and priceless
function' which must be treated as a
fundamental interest, not to be conditioned
on wealth.

3.

No compelling state interest is served by
the current financing system.

Bendixsen3 further highlights the court decision by pointing out that
a poor district cannot freely choose to tax itself into educational
excellence when its tax rolls do not provide the base.

Far from being

necessary to promote local fiscal choice, the present financing system
of California actually deprives a less wealthy district of that option.
This case, as other cases, have challenged the imbalance of revenue
under the equal protection clause of the Fourteenth Amendment.

This

^Bendixsen, Marion F., In Search of Equity: School Finance
Revisited. National Committee for Support of Public Schools,
Washington, D.C., 1972. Pp. 20.
3loc. cit., p. 21.
3Bendixsen, Marion F., op. cit.
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Amendment Is concerned with state action as it affects individuals,
and states in part, "That no state shall deny to any of its persons
within its jurisdiction the equal protection of the laws".

The courts

have not construed the equal protection clause as identical treatment
but rather reasonableness in the classification of any state action
or system which treats individuals differently.

Reasonableness is

the rational connection between legitimate legislative purpose and
classification.
A recent court case^ in the State of Washington defended the Wash
ington school finance system as not violating the state constitution.
Also, an Idaho court case3 concurred that the state school finance
system does not violate the state constitution nor deny equal pro
tection of the law.
The New Jersey Supreme Court decision regarding the Robinson v. Cahill
case^ found that the New Jersey school finance system does violate
the requirements for equality contained in the state and federal
constitutions and declared it unconstitutional.

It mandated that the

legislative process develop a more equitable financing method.

In a

recent newspaper article^, it is apparent that the task was accomp
lished when Governor Brendan Byrne of New Jersey signed into law the
legislative enactments that adhere to the court's mandate.

%orth Shore School District 417 v. Kinnear, 530 P. 2d 178
(Washington 1974).
^Thompson v. Engelking, 537 P. 2d 635 (Idaho 1975).
362 New Jersey, 473 303 A 2d 273 (New Jersey Supreme Court 1973).
^The Grand Rapids Press, (July 9, 1976), 3A.
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The previous cases have emphasized, generally, the position that
property taxes are constitutional even though they may be inequitable.
However, the key case, San Antonio v. Rodriguez, has really estab
lished that the judicial posture mandates that the legislative
process enact general levies to eliminate the inequity but not
to disturb the basic premise of property taxes.

Lengthy citations

from San Antonio v. Rodriguez may seem tedious, but it is imperative,
the writer believes, to establish convincingly and beyond question
that general property tax enactments are going to be "with us for
quite some time".
The Supreme Court-*- has also established a posture of fiscal neutral
ity.

In this case, Justice Powell detailed the major opinion in

its reversal of the United States District Court decision:
"Education, of course, is not among the rights
afforded explicit protection under our Federal
Constitution. Nor do we find any basis for
saying it is implicitly so protected.
Justice Powell further states:
"That the local property tax may be unjust to
some school districts, but any scheme of local
taxation, indeed the very existence of ident
ifiable local governmental units, requires the
establishment of jurisdictional boundaries that
are inevitably arbitrary. It is equally
inevitable that some localities are going to
be blessed with more taxable assets than others.
Moreover, if local taxation for local expend
itures were an unconstitutional method of
providing for education, then it might be an
equally impermissible means of providing other

•*-San Antonio v. Rodriguez, 411 (U.S.), 1 93 1278 (S. Ct. Rptr.
1973).
^loc. cit., p. 1297.
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necessary service customarily financed largely
from local property taxes. We perceive no
justification for such a severe denigration of
local property taxation and control that would
follow from appellees' contentions. It has
simply never been within the constitutional
prerogative of this court to nullify statewide
measures for financing public services merely
because the burdens or benefits thereof fall
unevenly depending upon the relative wealth of
the political sub-divisions in which citizens
live.nl
The above quotation is substantial enough to indicate that local
property tax should have a good future.

It appears very obviously

that total inequities cannot be eliminated unless there is another
form of government where the cost of services and products, such as
salaries and purchased items, are the same and all other components
of instructional techniques are equal.
Justice Powell reiterated:
"Even if it were conceded that some identifiable
quantum of education is a constitutionally
protected prerequisite to the meaningful exercise
of either right, we have no indication that the
present levels of educational expenditures in
Texas provide an education that falls short.
Whatever merit appellees' arguments might have,
if a state financing system occasioned an
absolute denial of educational opportunities
to any of its children, that argument provides
no basis for finding an interference with
fundamental rights where only relative differ
ences in spending levels are involved and where,
as is true in the present case, no charge fairly
could be made that the system fails to provide
each child with the opportunity to achieve basic
minimal skills necessary for the enjoyment of
rights of speech and of full participation in
the political process."

1loc• cit., p. 1307-8.
^loc. cit., p. 1298.
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The Supreme Court Majority Opinion equated the current Texas plan
with most state plans in existence:
"In its reliance on state, as well as local
resources, the Texas system is comparable to
the systems employed in virtually every other
state. The power to tax local property for
educational purposes has been recognized in
Texas since at least 1883. When the growth
of commercial and industrial centers and
accompanying shifts in population began to
create disparities in local resources, Texas
undertook a program calling for a consider
able investment of state funds.
The above citation gave the State of Texas credit for realizing that
there were disparities and attempted to make compensating adjustments.
Finally, the court found Texas did not violate the Fourteenth Amend-

"In its essential characteristics, the Texas
plan for financing education reflects what
many educators for one-half a century have
thought was an enlightened approach to a
problem for which there is no perfect solut
ion. The constitutional standard under the
equal protection clause is whether the
challenged state action rationally furthers
a legitimate state purpose or interest. We
hold that the Texas plan abundantly satisfies
this standard."2
In this landmark opinion, the court concluded that, although imperfect,
the finance system bears a rational relationship to a legitimate state
purpose and does not violate the equal protection clause of the Four
teenth Amendment.

If property taxes are rational, reasonable and non-

discriminatory, they are, therefore, unassailable.

The writer reviewed

judicial opinions to establish the base for the research.

However,

•*-loc. cit., p. 1304.
2loc. cit., p. 1310.
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while the legislature has the broad powers, the tax assessing and
collecting process is carried on by minor divisions of state govern
ment.

The concern of some educators and this study centers on

whether the constitutional and reasonable intent of the legislature
is aborted by local units of government.

The problem stems from

the fact that there are many tax levying units of government, but
few tax collecting units.

The cities, townships or villages serve

as tax collecting units.
In the San Antonio v. Rodriguez case-*-, the court concluded that
there is an apparent need for reform in tax systems which may well
have relied too long and too heavily on the property tax.

These

matters merit the combined attention of scholars, who have contri
buted much by these challenges, but the ultimate solutions must
come from the lawmakers and from the democratic processes and pressure
of those who elect them.
Implications of Court Decisions
The previously cited court decisions will have a lasting effect on
the variables to financing public education in the United States.
Levin^ in the Georgetown Law Journal asked a very pertinent question,
"What are the implications of these decisions as it relates to
development of alternative means of financing education, and what
significant issues have been left unanswered?"

Levin analyzed the

consequences of the cases which are:

-'-San Antonio v. Rodriguez, 411 (U.S.) 1 93 1278 (S. Ct. Rptr.
1973).
2Levin, Betsy, "Alternatives to the Public System of School
Finance: Their Problems and Prospects." Georgetown Law Journal,
Vol. 6, (March 1973), 920.
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"None of the courts provided a remedy or even much
in the way of criteria for a remedy. Thus, the
courts have left unresolved the question of what
financing arrangements might be constitutional,
and as a result, various proposals for alternative
ways have been suggested on how to raise or allo
cate funds equitably, and yet subsidize the source
traditionally received from property tax. Since
the court decisions outlined are likely to be a
major factor in setting criteria for appropriate
financing in public education, it is clear that
they are not about to devise specific school
financing alternatives. These decisions should
be made by legislative bodies."
Peterson, Rossmiller and Volz-'- reviewed that, historically, education
is a state function, and the responsibility for providing financial
resources rests with the state and may be met by constitutional legis
lative provisions.

They pointed out that the Supreme Court ofIndiana,

1885, in support of states' rights for education stated:
"The legislature may, in their discretion, support
all of the schools of the state by the means of a
general levy directly made by legislative acts, or
they may just provide for part of the expense in
maintaining the schools, or they may delegate to
local officers the power to levy such taxes as
their judgment may be needed to supply the wants
of the local schools and make them useful and
effective.
They highlight the fact that occasionally a tax for support of schools
is alluded to be unconstitutional because those who are required to
pay derive no direct benefit from that tax.

When confronted with this

contention, historically, the courts have held that the school taxes
need not bear a direct relationship to the benefits received by those
who pay them.

Their reasoning has been typified by the following

statement from the Federal Court:

^-Peterson, Rossmiller and Volz, The Law and Public School Operation.
New York: Harper and Row, 1969. Pp. 102.
2ibid.
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"When the tax is levied upon all property for
public use, such as schools, then the tax need
not, and in fact, seldom does bear a just
relationship to the benefits received. The
benefits are intangible and incapable of
pecuniary ascertainment, but it is constitut
ional sufficient if the taxes are uniform and
are for public purposes in which the whole
city has an interest.
In the same vain, a Tennessee court case^ issued the following
statement:
"It has been held that residents of a school
district may be required to support taxes to
support an educational institution which is
open to all residents of the state. The
courts have universally recognized that the
educational preparedness of children is a
public duty which may be properly supported
by taxation. While the school taxes are
subject to the constitutional restriction,
as taxes for any other purpose; however, as
long as these restrictions and the tax are
uniform, then they generally satisfy the
degree of equality of burden which has been
reasonably obtained."
This was affirmed in court cases in Minnesota, 1932, and reaffirmed in
Delaware, 1954.^
As generally recognized, the state legislature enjoys a wide discretion
on determining the funding base for school revenue and how it shall be
apportioned as long as the apportionment is on the basis that is just
and not arbitrary.

In reviewing the authority of the legislature

regarding the apportionment of school funds, the Supreme Court of
Maine in 1912 said:

1ibid.
^loc. cit., p. 103.
3ibid.
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"In the court case, Sawyer v. Gilmore, the method
of distributing the proceeds of a school tax rests
in the wise discretion of sound judgment of the
legislature. If this discretion is unwisely
exercised, the remedy is with the people and not
with the court. Such distribution might be accord
ed according to the population, or according to
the number of scholars of school age, or according
to school attendance, or according to valuation,
or partly on one basis and partly on another."*•
Reporting from Peterson^:
"In fact, the legislature may, if it so chooses,
provide school funds raised by taxation in one
district and used for equalizational purposes in
another district in an effort to equalize educat
ional opportunities throughout the state. This
was upheld in 1917 and 1923 in court cases, Miller
v. Korns and State v. Hauge."
Further legislative discretion is not exhausted by exercising a change
of basic apportionment with school funds from time to time as cited in
the Supreme Court of Colorado, 1941, and their conclusions were:
"The fact that the legislature adopted a method
of apportionment apportioning said income fund
to the various colleges and school districts,
based upon registration of school population,
does not deprive the legislature; thereafter,
changing uniformly the method of such apportion
ment. If the prescription adopted by the
legislature is not reasonable nor discriminatory,
and not in countervention to the Constitution
mandates, it cannot be assailed."-*
In viewing the background of the fiscal problem relating to public
school districts, it is apparent that public opinion and the court
involvement has given guidance to the state legislature to rectify
any inequities in the property tax but certainly does not eliminate

-^Sawyer v. Gilmore, 83 ATL, 673 (ME. 1912).
^Peterson, Rossmiller and Volz, op. cit., p. 123.
3ibid.
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the property tax as the base foundation for operation of governmental
units.

What is needed, therefore, is a comprehensive study of the

collection procedures for the current property tax and to determine
whether the legislative intent is being followed.
Overview and Summary
In order to focus on the problem to be considered, the following will
be observed.

The researcher proposes to review the tax collection

procedures as defined by statutes of the State of Michigan.

A review

will be made of tax collecting units to identify when the revenue was
received from the taxpayer compared to when the public school district
tax monies became available.
The preceding pages are introductory to the problems facing public
school districts in the State of Michigan as well as, perhaps, in the
nation.

However, specific problems with this study are centered

within the State of Michigan.

The writer feels that the background

is necessary in order to acquaint the reader with the complexity of
the property tax structures within the state.

The writer shall, in

this dissertation, provide data to identify problems of inequities
in the distribution of property taxes to public school districts
and to recommend procedural and, if necessary, legislative changes
to eliminate the inequities.

In Chapter II, the literature pertinent

to the subject as well as the legislative statutes will be reviewed.
Chapter III will focus on methods and procedures used in collecting
the data.

Chapter IV will present the data and its effect.

Chapter

V will highlight the conclusions and recommendations of this study.
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CHAPTER I I

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE
Introduction
The purposes of Chapter II are to review the pertinent literature
concerning the Constitution of the State of Michigan, the Michigan
statutes, Michigan Attorney General opinions and judicial decisions
as they affect the property tax collection process in the State of
Michigan.
A major phase in the management of a public school district is to
be ever aware of the rights of others.

This results in a defensive

position by educational leaders when legally challenged and tested
about their actions and policies.

School management must become

more assertive with regard to legal statutes and judicial decisions
especially where they involve property tax and its funding of education.
A nationwide interest exists about the problems associated with the
property taxes as they relate to financing public education.

Therefore,

it is pertinent that this study be undertaken, and this chapter
describes the following:
1.

Procedures used in the review of the literature.

2.

Relationship of Michigan public school districts with other

Michigan units of government.
3. Michigan constitutional provisions for property tax collection.
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4.

Michigan statutes describing the property tax process which will

include Michigan Attorney General opinions and judicial decisions.
Procedures Used in the Review of the Literature
Non-statutory research
The writer used the services of the University of Michigan, Ann Arbor,
Michigan to do topic research regarding property tax in the United
States.

The topical reference included all pertinent subject matter

covering property tax collections in the nation.

In addition,

research was conducted in the Grand Rapids Public Library, Grand Rapids,
Michigan; the Business Library, Michigan State University, East Lansing,
Michigan; the Graduate Library, University of Michigan, Ann Arbor,
Michigan and the Waldo Library, Western Michigan University, Kalamazoo,
Michigan.

This research yielded no direct studies relating to the

review of the statutes, tax collection procedures or tax collection
experience.
One reference"^, however, did provide a basic foundation for an inter
pretation of Michigan's property tax procedures.

VanVoorhees highlighted

the Michigan property tax as a crumbling cornerstone and gave an
analysis of property tax and its deficiencies.

It provided a very

suitable starting point for the writer because, in addition to a
historical overview, it also included commentary on inadequacy, inequity
and assessment deficiencies.

1VanVoorhees, F. L., The Michigan Property Tax: A Crumbling
Cornerstone. Western Michigan University, Kalamazoo, Michigan,
1972. Pp. 1 + 35.
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An additional reference-*- did provide data regarding property tax
revision reviewing the following areas:
1.

Review of the literature.

2.

Evaluation of property tax relief programs.

3.

Land use, equity, public attitudes and fiscal trends.

4.

Property tax administration:

assessments, equalization and

appeals.
5.

Property tax and municipal finance.

6.

The property tax and financing public education.

The Governor's Advisory Task Force on Property Tax Revision is a
compilation of tentative conclusions and issues addressed by the six
working task force groups.

The final report is partially dependent

upon public reaction to the interim reports.

The publichearings

were held throughout the State of Michigan beginning July 12, 1976
and concluded September 9, 1976.

The following is a summary of the

pertinent task force groups:
The Task I Interim Report2 highlighted several key topics concerning
property tax, and the basis stems from observations made in reviewing
the literature.

The Task Force states:

-*-The Governor's Advisory Task Force on Property Tax Revision,
Summary. Interim Report to the Governor, State of Michigan, Lansing,
Michigan, 1976. Pp. 2.
2The Governor's Advisory Task Force on Property Tax Revision,
Task I, Review of the Literature. Interim Report to the Governor,
State of Michigan, Lansing, Michigan, 1976. Pp. i + 101.
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"The purpose of the literature research is to
develop an understanding of theoretical,
practical and empirical positions concerning
the many aspects of the tax. The citations
provided are not complete in terms of affect
ing all components of property tax law. They
do, however, demonstrate a concern for the
critical matters of administration and equity
of the property tax."-*The writer's review of the Task 1 Interim Report bibliography^
did not provide any additional literature pertinent to statutory
review or tax collection processes and procedures.

Its main

thrust was a bibliography covering general property tax liter
ature, property tax assessments, economic justification of the
property tax, financing public education and property tax
relief.
Task IV Interim Report^ examined the area of property tax admin
istration.

The report emphasized the role of the professional

assessor in the development and maintenance of an efficient and
equitable property tax administration system.

In its overview

of the current property tax administration, the report states:
"Most of the primary assessing units and
county equalization are still authentically
historic. The original system was built
on a rural township elected supervisor."^

^loc. cit., p. 1.
^loc. cit., p. 25-77.
^The Governor's Advisory Task Force on Property Tax Revision,
Task IV, Property Tax Administration: Assessment, Equalization and
Appeals. Interim Report to the Governor, State of Michigan, Lansing,
Michigan, 1976. Pp. i + 31.
^loc. cit., p. 1.
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Task IV Interim Report further states:
"An elected supervisor prepared the assessment
rolls and the tax rolls. He, also, served
ex officio, as his township's representative
on the county Board of Supervisors which
equalized valuations within the county. He
might, also, have served simultaneously as
either State Representative or Senator. The
supervisor/assessor could literally listen
for new construction or clearing of land in
a quiet agrarian time. He, also, was know
ledgeable in his role on the county Board of
Supervisors regarding reasonable equalization
of assessments among the several townships
of the county. However, conditions have not
remained static as development sprawled into
the most rural townships. Although the pro
blems of valuation and administration have
expanded to the 1976 level, the organizational
structure of most primary assessing units are
more attuned to the 1876 level.
Four alternative proposals^ are recommended for property tax
assessment and administration.
1.

They are:

A township-city assessment system would contain the minimal

qualities of a professional system.

Its administrative structure

is similar to the status quo.
2.

A modification of Alternative 1; the state would assume a

more extensive supervisory and coordinating role as well as some
direct assessment responsibility.
3.

A county-large municipality assessment plan is proposed to

systematically address the pervasive geographic fragmentation
characteristics of current administrative arrangements.

1ibid.
^loc. cit., p. i.
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4.

A centralized state property tax administrative structure

would represent the most substantial change from the current
system.
In the analysis of the alternative proposals, there is no mention
of statutory requirements or collection procedures revision.

All

proposals are addressed primarily to a revision in the assessment
process and/or centralization at the county or state level of the
assessment procedures.
Task VI Interim Report-*- reviews the status of school funding and
identifies possible alternatives.

It concluded that four questions^

must be answered:
1.

Is the property tax a detriment to adequately funding schools

and providing equal educational opportunity?
2.

Should the state move toward a full state funding method of

school finance or retain the present equal yield system?
3.

If the change is made, what should the new system look like?

4.

If the present concept is retained, what adjustments should

be made in the distribution method and in the taxation structure?

-*-The Governor's Advisory Task Force on Property Tax Revision,
Task VI, The Property Tax and Financing Public Education. Interim
Report to the Governor, State of Michigan, Lansing, Michigan, 1976.
Pp. i + 14.
^loc. cit., p. i.
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Statutory research
In preparation for statutory research, the writer served a minor
internship under the direction of Roger D. Anderson, Anderson and
Swets, Attorneys, Grand Rapids, Michigan.

This experience was

very helpful in acquiring knowledge about the relationship of
governmental units, research regarding the Constitution of the
State of Michigan, the State of Michigan statutory enactments,
Attorney General opinions and major judicial decisions.
The research was conducted in the Anderson and Swets Law Library,
Grand Rapids, Michigan; the Grand Rapids Bar Association Law
Library, Grand Rapids, Michigan; State of Michigan Law Library,
Lansing, Michigan and the Law Library, University of Michigan,
Ann Arbor, Michigan.

It became apparent during the internship

that the structure of this chapter must identify the basic areas
as listed in the above paragraph.
Relationship of Michigan Public School Districts
With Other Michigan Units of Government
The Constitution of the State of Michigan of 1963 provides that:
"Religion, morality and knowledge being
necessary to good government and the
happiness of mankind, schools and the
means of education shall be forever
encouraged."^2
The previous provision was taken from the Ordinance of 1787 which
provided fundamental laws for the region northwest of the Ohio River

•^Michigan Compiled Laws Annotated, Vol. 2.
Publishing Company. Pp. 478.

St. Paul:

West

2loc. cit., p. 479.
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when it provided that schools and education shall be forever
encouraged.
The Constitution of the State of Michigan of 1850 spelled out
the administration of the school system to local agencies, and
the Michigan Constitution of 1908 treated education and local
government as distinct subjects in separate articles.

Article

VIII, Section 1 of the Constitution of the State of Michigan of
1963 indicates a definite purpose on the part of the State of
Michigan to provide, foster and protect educational facilities
for all.
The Michigan Supreme Court decision of Stuart v. School District
Number One of the Village of Kalamazoo^ was a landmark decision
appealed from the Kalamazoo Circuit Court to the Supreme Court
of the State of Michigan that sustained the rights of school
authorities of this state to levy taxes upon the general public
for the support of high schools.
In addition, with regard to the appointment of the Superintendent
of Schools, all judges concurred when they stated:
"We think the power to make the appointment
was incident to the full control, which by
law, the board had over the schools of the
district, and that the board and the people
of the district have been wisely left by
the legislature to follow their own judgment
in these premises.

Mich. 69 (1874).
2ibid.
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The courts have uniformly held through the years that school boards
are separate corporations from the municipal corporation proper.
The case of the Attorney General v. Thompson^ states:
"The Board of Education, though existing for
purposes of strictly public, is nevertheless
a distinct corporation from the city, having
its distinct property and funds, and entitled
to demand from them the same protection which
may be demanded by other corporations or
individuals."
The Supreme Court cited a previous case, Attorney General v. Board
of Education, supra2 stated:
"Education in Michigan belongs to the state.
It is no part of the local self-government
inherent in the township or municipality
except so far as the legislature may choose
to make it such. The Michigan Constitution
has turned the entire subject over to the
legislature."
As pointed out in Michigan Civil Jurisprudence^, the general policy
of the state has been to retain control of its school system and to
be administered throughout the state under state laws by local state
agencies organized with plenary powers.

This power is independent

of the other local governmental units that the school system is closely
associated with by geographical boundaries, and to a greater or
lesser extent, authorized to cooperate.

The case, MacQueen v. City

Commission of City of Port Huron4, clarifies this issue.

Mich. 511 (1912).
2loc. cit., p. 520.
^Michigan Civil Jurisprudence, Vol. 22. School and Education to
Statutes, By Publisher's Editorial Staff. Mundelein: Callaghan and
Company, 1961. Pp. 7.
4194 Mich. 328, 336 (1916).
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In the cases of Jones v. Grand Ledge Public Schools^- and Sturgis v.
County of Allegan^, it was held that the statutory authority of the
Board of Education is not subject to approval of the county Board
of Supervisors.
In the many cases reviewed by the Supreme Court of Michigan, it has
held that it is not within the powers of the electorate to dissolve
or alter educational purposes and/or to affect the corporate body
known as a Board of Education.

The consistency of their review

holding that public school districts are separate entities as summarized
in the case of Governor v. State Treasurer3. It states in the section,
State Control and Responsibility:
"The state clearly has responsibility for financing
public school education in Michigan. The 1963
Michigan Constitution, Article VIII, Section 2
reads:
'The legislature shall maintain
and support a system of free
public elementary and secondary
schools as defined by law.'
Constitution 1963, Article VIII, Section 2 shows
that the State of Michigan, through its legislature,
has responsibility to 'maintain and support a
system of free elementary and secondary schools'.
This Court recognized that responsibility, in
Lansing School District v. State Board of Education ,
in the following words:
'Control of our public school system
is a state matter delegated and lodged
in the state legislature by the Consti
tution. The policy of the state has

Mich. 1 (1957).
2343 Mich. 209 (1955).
3389 Mich. 1 (1972).
4367 Mich. 591, 595 (1962).
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been to retain control of its school
system; to be administered throughout
the state under state laws by local
state agencies organized with plenary
powers to carry out the delegated
functions given it by the legislature.’
Furthermore, public schools throughout the state
are state schools and agencies of thestate. We
stated in MacQueen v. City Commissionof City of
Port Huron^:
'Fundamentally, provision for and
control of our public school system
is a state matter, delegated to and
lodged in the state legislature by
the Constitution in a separate
article entirely distinct from that
relating to local government. The
general policy of the state has
been to retain control of its school
system, to be administered through
out the state under state laws by
local state agencies organized with
plenary powers independent of the
local government with which, by
location and geographical boundaries,
they are necessarily closely assoc
iated and to a greater or lesser
extent authorized to cooperate.
Education belongs to the state. It
is no part of the local self-govern
ment inherent in the township or
municipality except so far as the
legislature may choose to make it
such.'
Of like import is Child Welfare Society of Flint v.
Kennedy School Districtz where this court stated:
'The legislature has entire control
over the schools of the state subject
only to the provisions previous
referred to (i.e., state constitutional
provisions). The division of the
territory of the state into districts,
the conduct of the school, the qualif
ications of teachers, the subjects to
be taught therein are all within its
control.'

1194 Mich. 328, 336 (1916), op. cit.
2220 Mich. 290, 296 (1922).
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And in Collins v. Detroit1, we emphatically stated:
'We have repeatedly held that
education in this state is not
a matter of local concern, but
belongs to the state at large.'
In short, public education is a statematter, and
the financing ofpublic schools is astaterespon
sibility."2
It is very apparent from the previous judicial and statutory review
that public school districts in the State of Michigan are under the
control of the legislature of the State of Michigan.
Michigan Constitutional Provisions for Property Tax Collection
Taxation is a legislative function which was placed under the control
of the legislature by the 1908 State of Michigan Constitution and has
been carried forward to Article IX, Section 1 of the 1963 State of
Michigan Constitution.

This section states:

"The legislature shall impose taxes sufficient
with other resources to pay the expenses of
state government.
The case of Helmsey v. City of Detroit, Michigan4 clarifies that
taxation is a legislative responsibility and not a judicial function.
It is, therefore, proper that any court should not substitute its
judgment for that of a taxing authority and should not interfere
with them except in cases of constructive fraud.

1195 Mich. 333, 335-6 (1917).
2389 Mich. 1, 13, 14, 15 (1972).
^Michigan Compiled Laws Annotated, Vol. 2, op. cit., p. 505.
4320 F 2d 476 (CA. 6, 1963).
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The placement of finance and taxation under the control of the
legislature was reaffirmed in two Supreme Court cases, Wood v.
State Administrative Board-*- and Civil Service Commission v.
Attorney General2. Both of these cases were appealed to the
United States Supreme Court^ and upheld.
The three previous court cases supported the fact that even the
courts have been without power to allocate property taxes among
the state, counties, townships, cities, villages or school districts.
Constitutional provisions as to taxation are not self-executing
but require legislative action.

The case of Thompson v. Auditor

General^ states:
"Taxation is a legislative power vested by
the Constitution in the legislative branch
of state government and determination of
sources of tax revenue and appropriation
of taxation require legislative action."
In order to provide for state expenses through property taxation,
Article IX, Section 3 of the Constitution of the State of Michigan
of 1963 states:
"The legislature shall provide for the
uniform general ad valorem taxation of
real and tangible personal property not
exempt by law. The legislature shall
provide for the determination of true
cash value of such property; the
proportion of true cash value at which
such property shall be uniformly assessed,
which shall not, after January 1, 1966,

1255 Mich. 220 (1931).
2302 Mich. 673 (1942).
3238 NW 16 (1931), 5 NW 2d 536 (1942).
4261 Mich. 624 (1933).
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exceed fifty per cent; and for a system
of equalization of assessments. The
legislature may provide for alternative
means of taxation of designated real
and tangible personal property in lieu
of general ad valorem taxation. Every
tax other than the general ad valorem
property tax shall be uniform upon the
class, or classes, on which it operates."■*■
It is, therefore, apparent that the Michigan constitutional provisions
for property tax collections are left to the legislative branch to
enact laws within the limits of the Constitution under the review and
decision of the courts.
Based on the review of the previous section, Relationship of Mich
igan Public School Districts with Other Michigan Units of Government,
and this section, Michigan Constitutional Provisions for Property
Tax Collection, it is imperative that this study examine the statutes
enacted by the legislature.

The public policy of the State of

Michigan is fixed by its Constitution which gives the power to the
legislative branch to enact statutes to guide local units of govern
ment.

Legislative enactments validated, interpreted and refined by

the courts (and sometimes by Attorney General rulings in the absence
of court decisions) become the sole basis of action by municipal and
school officers.
Michigan Statutes Describing the Property Tax Process
"The General Property Tax Act" for the State of Michigan which describes
the assessment, levy and collection of taxes is referred to as Public
Act 206, 1893:

■^-Michigan Compiled Laws Annotated, Vol. 2, op. cit., p. 512-3.
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"An Act to provide for the assessment of
property, and the levy and collection of
taxes thereon and for the collection of
taxes levied; making such taxes a lien
on the lands taxed, establishing and
continuing the lien, providing for the
sale and conveyance of lands delinquent
for taxes and for the inspection and
disposition of lands bid off to the
state and not redeemed or purchased;
to provide for the establishment of a
delinquent tax revolving fund and the
borrowing of monies by counties, and
the issuance of notes; to define and
limit the jurisdiction of the courts
in proceedings in connections there
with; to limit the time within which
actions may be brought; to prescribe
certain limitations with respect to
rates of taxation; to provide penalties
for the violation of this Act; and to
repeal certain act and parts of acts
in anywise contravening any of the
provisions of this Act. Amended by
Public Act 1975, Number 334, immediate
effect January 12, 1976. That all
property, real and personal, within
the jurisdiction of this state, not
expressly exempted, shall be subject
to taxation."
The Michigan Attorney General opinions and judicial decisions will
be utilized to assist in pointing out and clarifying the intent of
the 1893 tax law including all amendments down to the present (1976).
In presenting this section, it is necessary to have it structured
as follows:
1.

Certification of the tax levy.

2.

Tax collection process.

3.

Safekeeping of public funds.

4.

Investments of public funds.
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Certification of the tax levy
In examining the statutes relevant to public school taxes, Section 340.563^
states:
"The Board of every district shall vote to levy
such taxes as may be necessary for all school
operating purposes which shall include, but not
be limited to, school furnishings appurtenances,
the care of school property for such alterations
as shall be necessary to place the schoolhouse
in a safe and sanitary condition, teachers and
employees' wages, water supply, premium upon an
indemnity bond for the treasurer of the district,
tuition and transportation of the pupils, record
books and blanks and all apparatus equipment and
materials which may be necessary in order that
the schools may be properly managed and maintained
and for all deficiencies in operating expenses
for the preceding year, if any."
After a Board of Education votes to levy the appropriate millage,
the current statutes relating to the authorization of the collection
of such tax are many depending upon the unit of government that is
authorized to collect the levy for a public school district.
The statute 340.564^ outlines instructions to a secretary of a Board
of Education as to the resolution certifying the tax levy and states:
"The secretary of the Board of Education of
every school district shall file a certified
copy of a resolution of the Board certifying
the taxes to be levied on the taxable property
within the district as approved by the electors
of the district or the Board with the city and
township clerk of each city and township in
which the territory of the district is situated
on or before September 1 of each year or within
ten days after the annual meeting if held in

-^-Michigan Compiled Laws Annotated, Vol. 17A.
Publishing Company. Pp. 584.

St. Paul:

West

^loc. cit., p. 587.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without perm ission.

37

September or if taxes are authorized at an election
held pursuant to Section 36 (2) of Act 206 of
Public Act of 1893 as amended by Section 211.36
of the Michigan Compiled Laws within five days
after the election."
However, if the public school district is classified a third class
district, Section 340.120-*- states:
"The Board of any school district of the third
class hereunder shall have the powers and duties
to make an estimate annually on a day to be
determined by the Board of the amount of taxes
deemed necessary for the ensuing year for the
purpose of expenditure within the power of the
Board, which estimate shall specify the amounts
required for the different objects, and to
report the same as the regular school tax levy
for such district to the proper assessing
officer or officers, who shall apportion the
school taxes in the district in the same manner
as the other taxes of the city, village, or
township are apportioned, and the amount so
apportioned shall be assessed, levied, collected
and returned for each portion of the district
in the same manner as the taxes of the city,
village or township including such portion of
the district. The Board, if the district is
extended beyond the limits of any single
municipality, shall, within the time provided
by law for certifying taxes by township clerks,
certify to the Board of Supervisors all amounts
to be raised therein for school purposes. The
Board of Supervisors shall, in accordance with
law, apportion such school taxes to the several
municipalities possessing territory in such
district in proportion to the assessed valuation
of each municipality within such district, and
shall certify the same to the proper officer
thereof."
Second class public school districts have still additional options, and
this is outlined in Section 340.159^:
"The Board shall thereafter adopt a budget in
the same manner and form as required for its

■*-loc. cit., p. 190.
2loc. cit., p. 230-1.
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estimates and determine the amount of tax
levy necessary for such budget and shall
certify on or before the date as required
by law the amount to the city and township.
Thereupon, the proper officials of the
city and township shall apportion the
school taxes in the district in the same
manner as the other taxes of the city or
township are apportioned and the amount
so apportioned shall be assessed, levied,
collected and returned to each portion of
the school district in the same manner as
taxes of the city or township included
within such portion of the district."
There are many other options available to public school districts
regardless of the tax collecting unit.

Section 340.641a^ states:

"Upon the approval of the city governing
body, the Board of Education of a school
district situated in whole or in part in
a city may certify the total or one-half
of the levy of school taxes on the taxable
property of the city portion of the school
district for collection at the same time as
for the collection of city taxes. In the
event of such a certification, the appro
priate officials of each city wherein the
school district is located shall assess,
spread, and collect the taxes so certified
and shall remit the collections thereof
to the district, except where a city
assessed and collected school taxes pur
suant to this section prior to December 31,
1974. All reasonable expenses incurred by
the city in assessing and collecting the
school taxes, to the extent that those
expenses are in addition to the expenses
of assessing and collecting any other
taxes at the same time and exceed the
amount of any fee imposed by the city for
collection of such school taxes, shall be
billed to and paid by the Board of Educ
ation. Taxes in a school district levied
and in process of collection at the time
this amendatory act takes effect shall be
collected and proceedings taken in regard
thereto as provided by the laws then in
effect. In proceedings for the assess
ment, spreading and collection of taxes
for school purposes in the district, and

lloc. cit., p. 676-7.
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for the receipt and disbursement of monies
belonging to the district, the city assessing
officer, city clerk, and city treasurer of
the city or cities in which the district is
situated shall have like powers and duties
as prescribed by the laws of this state for
township supervisors, township clerks and
township treasurers.
School taxes collected by a city shall become
a lien against the property on which assessed
in the same manner and on the same date as
city taxes. The school taxes shall be collect
ed with the city taxes and shall be subject to
the same penalties, interest and collection
charges as city taxes and will be returned as
delinquent to the county treasurer in the same
manner and with the same interest, penalties
and collection fees as city taxes are returned.
All interest and penalties attributable to
school taxes other than collection fees shall
belong to the school district. The collection
fees shall be retained by the city. All
interest, penalties and collection fees if
added to the school taxes upon being returned
delinquent to the county treasurer shall
belong to the school district upon collection
by the county treasurer."
Section 340.642a^ outlines the procedures for public school districts
located in townships, and it states:
"Upon the approval of the township or township
boards, the Board of Education of a school
district situated in whole or in part in a
township may certify the total or one-half of
the levy of school taxes on the taxable property
of the township portion of the district to
the township clerk of each township wherein
the school district is located on or before
May 1 in each year. In the event of such
certification, each township supervisor shall
thereupon and before June 30 of each year
prepare the assessment and tax rolls and
furnish the same to the township treasurer
with his collection warrant attached thereto.
Each township treasurer shall thereupon
proceed to collect the taxes and remit the
collections thereof to the school district
as provided in Act No. 206 of the Public

•*-loc. cit., p. 678-9.
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Acts of 1893, as amended, being Sections 211.1
to 211.157 of the Michigan Compiled Laws. All
reasonable expenses incurred by the township
in assessing and collecting the school taxes,
to the extent that the expenses are in addition
to the expenses of assessing and collecting any
other taxes at the same time and exceed the
amount of any fees imposed by the township for
collection of the school taxes, shall be billed
to and paid by the Board of Education.
School taxes shall become a lien against the
property on which assessed on July 1. Taxes
collected on or before August 31 in each year
shall be without penalty. Taxes collected
thereafter shall bear a penalty of 4%. Interest
and collection charges shall be included in
the delinquent tax rolls returned to the
county treasurer as of March 1 each year.
Taxes in a school district already levied and
in process of collection at the time this
amendatory act takes effect shall be collected
and proceedings taken in regard thereto as
provided by the laws then in effect. The
provisions of Act No. 206 of the Public Acts
of 1893, as amended, shall apply to proceedings
in relation to the assessment, spreading and
collection of taxes for school purposes in the
district and to the powers and duties of the
township supervisor and the township treasurer."
If it is necessary for additional tax rate, Section 340.643a^ outlines
the instructions for proceeding:
"If the electors of a school district vote the
authorization of a tax rate in addition to that
allocated to the district under Act No. 62 of
the Public Acts of 1933, as amended, being
Sections 211.201 to 211.217a of the Michigan
Compiled Laws, on or after June 1 and before
September 1 in any year, or for any school
district on or before the last day permitted
for an election pursuant to Section 36 (2) of
Act No. 206 of the Public Acts of 1893, as
amended, Section 211.36 of the Michigan
Compiled Laws, then the Board of Education,
by resolution, may authorize the additional
millage so voted to be levied and collected,

^■loc. cit., p. 679-80.
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in the year voted only, with the county taxes.
The levy, collection and enforcement procedure
for the additional tax shall be in accordance
with the laws in effect for the levy, collection
and enforcement procedure of county taxes
against property lying within the boundaries
of the school district. In the case, of a first
class school district, the additional taxes for
the 1974 tax year which are not paid to the
county treasurer before March 1, 1975 shall be
turned over to the city in which the school
district is located for collection. The
collection and enforcement procedure for the
delinquent 1974 additional tax shall then be
the same as other 1974 city taxes except that
interest shall be charged commencing April 1,
1975 on the unpaid additional voted taxes.
The county treasurer shall deliver to the
controller of the city a certified roll of
the unpaid 1974 additional voted taxes as
soon after March 1, 1975, as possible. The
same proceedings may be taken for the levy,
collection and enforcement procedure of the
first debt retirement fund tax when a bond
issue is approved by the electors on or after
June 1 and before September 1 in any year."
Michigan public school districts have no power to levy taxes except
for those purposes specified in the statutes.

It is the providence

of Boards of Education to vote to levy such taxes as are necessary
for all operating purposes.

It is apparent that the cited statutes

recognize that school districts are located in varying types of
governmental tax collecting units, that such units control the tax
collection process, but school districts are given some control over
when school taxes are collected.
Tax collection process
The governing statutory provision is Section 211.42^:

^-Michigan Compiled Laws Annotated, Vol. 11.
Publishing Company. Pp. 15.

St. Paul:

West
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"The supervisor shall thereupon prepare a tax
roll, with the taxes levied as hereinbefore
provided, and annex thereto a warrant signed
by him, commanding the township or city trea
surer to collect the several sums mentioned
in the last column of such roll but the war
rant shall not refer to the total or aggregate
of the several sums mentioned in the last
column, and to retain in his hand the amount
receivable by law into the township treasury
for the purpose therein specified, and to pay
over to the county treasurer the amounts
which shall have been collected for state and
county purposes up to and including January 10
next following, and to the treasurer of each
school district the amounts which shall have
been collected for such school district up to
and including January 10 next following, within
ten days thereafter, and notify the secretary
or director of each school district of the
amount paid to the school district treasurer,
and the remainder of the amounts therein
specified for said purposes, and account in
full for all monies received on or before
March 1 next following. The warrant shall
authorize and command the treasurer, in case
any person named in the tax roll shall neglect
or refuse to pay his tax, to levy the same by
distress and sale of the goods and chattels
of such person. The supervisor may make a
new roll and warrant in case of the loss of
the one originally given to the township
treasurer; the copy of the roll with the
warrant annexed shall be known as 'the tax
roll'."
The tax collection dates as outlined in the previous section seems
to be modified somewhat by Section 211.431;
"Such township treasurer shall at no time
have on hand collections of state, county
and school taxes in excess of twenty-five
per cent of the amount of such taxes
apportioned to his township and from time
to time whenever such collections on hand
shall reach such percentages he shall
immediately account for and turn over to
the county treasurer, the total amount of

lloc. cit., p. 55.
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such county tax collections on hand
and to the several school district
treasurers, the total amount of such
school tax collections on hand and
notify the secretary or director of
the school districts of the total
amount of taxes paid to the school
district treasurers.”
The previous two statutes express authority to a township tax
collection process, and Sections 340.1201, 340.1592 and 340.641a^
express authority to a city government tax collection process
for public school districts.

The collection times, levy dates

and penalty dates are different and have a financial effect on
the operation of public school districts.
The responsibility of the public officials charged with the
preparation of a tax roll is defined in the previously mentioned
statutes and has been clarified in the Michigan Supreme Court
decision, Case v. J. M. Dean4, by stating:
"His only duty is to assess such
taxes as are properly certified
to him."
A further clarification has been highlighted in the case, Fenton
v. Feller^, which states:

^Michigan Compiled Laws Annotated, Vol. 17A, op. cit., p. 190.
^loc. cit., p. 230-1.
^loc. cit., p. 676-7.
416 Mich. 12 (1867).
533 Mich. 199 (1876).
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"Where the property tax roll has been
turned over to the treasurer for collect
ion, the power of a supervisor over it
terminates."
It is important that these two cases be cited because they have not
been challenged through the years and they spell out the roll of a
township supervisor and a village or city clerk as it relates to
public school district taxes.
Revenues raised by the tax collection process may legally be spent
only for public purposes.

If there is no specific provision relating

to the disposition of funds, they may be applied in any manner not
inconsistent with governing statutes or charter provisions.

The

legislature, as we have seen, has ample power to provide the manner
in which the proceeds of taxation shall be expended, and in most
statutory provisions, the proceeds of property taxes levied for a
specific purpose cannot be used for any other purpose.
In the case, Niles Bryant Schools v. Bailey*-, it states:
"Taxes rising out of support of public
libraries could not be used to purchase
the city hall site."
This case was upheld by the United States Supreme Court2.
A city treasurer must follow the statutes with reference to the school
collection.-*

*-161 Mich. 193 (1911).
2126 NW 116 (1911).
^School District of Lansing v. City of Lansing, 264 Mich. 272 (1933).
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In this particular case, the city treasurer made arrangements with
large taxpayers to make payments on an installment plan.

In one

case, the city agreed to forgive the city taxes, if the other taxes
were paid within a designated time.
The courts stated:
"Forbearance to levy on promise of installment
payments may have been good business to enable
the concerns to attempt to continue in operation
and thus benefit both them and the city, but it
was not a good tax law. The tax law has no
humanity or community spirit in its collection
features. It demands its pound of flesh.
The court further stated:
"The statute provides that the treasurer, if
otherwise unable to collect a tax, may sue."
The Michigan Supreme Court found the City of Lansing liable to collect
for the uncollected taxes because the treasurer has no legal control
over the tax collection process, he must follow statutory provisions.
Further evidence indicated that neither a political sub-division or
any office thereof can compromise or release personal property from
a tax claim.

The Michigan Attorney General^ ruledin 1965 that

there can be

no authorization to compromise exceptas provided in

"The General

Property Tax Act".

In this decision,he referred to

the Michigan Supreme Court decision, School District of Lansing v.
City of Lansing^.

^■ibid.
2ibid.
^OP. Attorney General 4471 (1965).
L

op. cit.
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It is evident that tax collecting units collecting school district
taxes act as agents of the public school district and are even
liable for uncollected school taxes in instances where a concerted
effort for collection has been made.
The statutes were interpreted in the case, Jones v. Wright'*', as
follows:
"The statute is express that the township
treasurer shall pay the amount raised for
school purposes to the order of the school
district officers.
This liability is distinct from his ordinary
liability for township monies, which by the
same statute are subject to orders of the
township board.
The liability for school monies cannot be
released or in anyway affected by the
action of the township board, and he can
set up no action of that sort as a dis
charge or an excuse for not responding
to the school authorities."
9

In the case, Auditor General v. Board of Supervisors of Bay County ,
a further clarification is highlighted:
"The supervisors have no more control over
the money in his hands than if it were in
the State treasury. It is a distinct trust
fund, and can no more be stopped there,
and devoted to county purposes, than it
could be attached or garnished for the
county, or for anyone to whom the county
indebted. There is no point of view in
which this money can be allowed to be
impounded or retained in his hands which
does not involve every element of a suit
against the State. It would be a very
dangerous doctrine to allow the revenues
of the public to be tampered with while
in process of realization. If such

1-34 Mich. 371 (1876).
2106 Mich. 668 (1895).
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considerations can prevail in any case,
they must prevail in all cases where the
treasurer should see fit to set them up.
A defense which can be lawfully made
cannot be disposed of until the final
hearing, and the final hearing must await
the determination of issues of fact, and
the lapse of time required to dispose
of them in the usual course of trial.
The State would soon become bankrupt if
any county officer can, at his will,
raise questions concerning the balance
of accounts, and keep the money till
they are settled."
As already established, the legislature in Michigan has broad powers
to assure that "schools and the means of education shall forever be
encouraged"-*-, and in fact is mandated "to support a system of free
elementary and secondary schools"2. As shown,
is not a matter of local concern only

educationin Michigan

but is a state wideresponsibility

of the legislature and

is subject to its complete control.Accordingly,

municipal subdivisions

of the state, cities or villagescannot, by

charter provisions, affect the status or powers of school districts
within their boundaries.

This was clearly established in the case,
3

Board of Education of Traverse City v. Straub :
"The electors of Traverse City had no authority
to amend the provisions of Act Number 424, Local
Acts of 1895, relative to public schools, being
Title 7 of said Act. It follows that the adopt
ion of the revised Charter of 1913 in no matter
changed or affected the status or powers of
relator as a body corporate or the provisions
of the original charter respecting the public
schools of the City of Traverse City, and that
the respondent is the President of the Board
of Education of the City of Traverse City."

-^-Michigan Compiled Laws Annotated, Vol. 2, op. cit., p. 478.
2ibid.
3185 Mich. 65 (1914).
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This case was upheld by the United States Supreme Court^-.
The financial maintenance of public school districts is carried
out by the State of Michigan and not a local or municipal unit of
government.

Provision is made by the Michigan Constitution of 1963

for funds for the establishment and maintenance of public school
districts and under such provisions and legislative enactments,
funds can be created, replenished or transferred as prescribed and
permitted by law.

The major function of a tax collecting unit is

an agent relationship which has long been established by the courts.
2

The case, Byles v. Township of Golden , states:
"The township supervisor, in Michigan, is an
officer and agent of the township in collect
ing such taxes as would be retained in the
township treasury after paying to the county
treasurer, the state and county taxes. It is
not claimed in this case that the township
was liable for the amount of the state and
county taxes received by the treasurer, but
it is insisted that for all monies that were
to be retained in the township treasury that
he is liable. This would include school and
highway taxes."
As previously noted in Section 340.641a^ and Section 340.642a\ the
agent relationship appears to be in conflict because the tax collecting
unit's permission must be received before a change can be made in the
levying dates.

1148 NW 716 (1914).
252 Mich. 612 (1884).
^Michigan Compiled Laws Annotated, Vol. 17A, op. cit., p. 676-7.
4loc. cit., p. 678-9.
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Safekeeping of public funds
Funds dedicated for public school district purposes must be safe
guarded and kept inviolate for the purpose designated.
Section 750.4901 outlines the statutory requirement for the safe
keeping of public funds:
"All monies which shall come into the hands
of any officer of the state, or of any
officer of any county, or of any township,
school district, highway district, city or
village, or of any other municipal or public
corporation within this state, pursuant to
any provision of law authorizing such officer
to receive the same, shall be denominated
public monies within the meaning of this
section.
It shall be the duty of every officer charged
with the receiving, keeping or disbursing of
public monies to keep the same separate and
apart from his own money, nor with the money
of any other person, firm or corporation.
No such officer shall, under any pretext, use,
or allow to be used, any such monies for any
purpose other than in accordance with the
provisions of law; nor shall he use the same
for his own private use, nor loan the same
to any person, firm or corporation without
legal authority so to do.
In all cases where public monies are authorized
to be deposited in any bank, or to be loaned to
any individual, firm or corporation, for
interest, the interest accruing upon such
public monies shall belong to and constitute
a general fund of the state, county or other
public or municipal corporation, as the case
may be.
In no case shall any such officer, directly
or indirectly, receive any pecuniary or
valuable consideration as an inducement for
the deposit of any public monies with any
particular bank, person, firm or corporation.

-^Michigan Compiled Laws Annotated, Vol. 37.
Publishing Company. Pp. 326-7.

St. Paul:

West
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The provisions of this section shall apply to
all deputies of such officer or officers, and
to all clerks, agents and servants of such
officer or officers.
Any officer who shall willfully or corruptly
draw or issue any warrant, order or certificate
for the payment of money in excess of the
amount authorized by law, or for a purpose not
authorized by law, shall be guilty of a mis
demeanor, punishable as provided in this section.
Any person who shall violate any of the
provisions of this section, shall be guilty
of a misdemeanor, punishable by imprisonment
in the state prison not more than two years
or by a fine of not more than one thousand
dollars: Provided, that nothing in this
section contained shall prevent a prosecution
for embezzlement in cases where the facts
warrant the same."
The second major statutory requirement relating to the use of monies
raised by school taxes is outlined in Section 340.366^:
"No money raised by taxes shall be used for
any other purpose than that for which it was
raised, without the consent of the majority
of the school tax electors in the district
voting on the question in annual or special
meeting or election, and no monies received
from the primary school fund shall be
appropriated for any other use than payment
of teachers' wages, tuition, transportation
of children, where it is provided by law.
Public Act 269, 1955, effective July 1."
The third major statutory provision for the safekeeping of public
funds is outlined in Section 211.43b^:
"The governing board or legislative body,
as the case may be, of every county, township,

^Michigan Compiled Laws Annotated, Vol. 17A, op. cit.
^Michigan Compiled Laws Annotated, Vol. 11, op. cit., p. 59-60.
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school district, highway district, city or
village or any other municipal corporation
within this state shall provide by resolution
for the deposit of all public monies which
shall come into the hands of the treasurer
or tax collector of their respective units
of government, including all monies held
by such treasurer or tax collector for the
state, county and/or other political units
of the state, and such resolution shall
specify the bank or banks where such public
money shall be deposited and may limit the
amount to be deposited in any one depository."
The three previously quoted sections clearly define that public
school taxes belong to the district, and they are to be used for
educational purposes.

They are held by the agency entrusted with

their custody and must be used for the benefit of school children.
An officer who collects, or otherwise receives, such funds has
the duty to deposit them with the officer entitled to their custody
and with such person only.

They shall not be commingled.

Under

the statutes, the treasurer of the school district, or of the
school board, is the officer principally concerned with the
management of the monies of the district.
The following outlines the Attorney General rulings relating to the
safekeeping of public funds:
With reference to the Superintendent of Schools, Hamtramck, Michigan,
the Attorney General stated:
"Cities are liable to school districts for
the safekeeping of school funds while they
are in the hands of the city treasurer."!

^Attorney General Bi-Annual Report, 1929-30.
Pp. 869.

May 10, 1930.
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In response to the Commissioner of Banking, the Attorney General
stated:
"The township treasurer has no right to
pay out monies collected for school taxes
for other township purposes."1
The Attorney General responded to the Prosecuting Attorney of
St. Ignace, Michigan:
"School districts are entitled to interest
on delinquent school taxes, and the city
may not retain this interest as compensation
for the collection of school taxes. Also,
the city cannot legally take money from
the school fund to pay the delinquent state
and county taxes.
An interesting ruling in April, 1945 stated:
"School taxes in the hands of assessing or
collecting officers resulting from excessive
levy belong to the school district and may
not be used by the township officer to
reduce the next tax levy."3
To assure that revenue from taxation is used for the purpose intended,
the Attorney General ruled:
"You cannot expend funds for legal services
to challenge the Board of Education's
decision to implement boundary changes.
The Attorney General in formulating the opinions in each of the
previous cases cited various court decisions that have highlighted

Attorney General Bi-Annual Report, 1929-30.
Pp. 878.
^Attorney General Bi-Annual Report, 1940.

May 26, 1930.

Pp. 564.

30P. Attorney General 3344 314 (1945).
^OP. Attorney General 4819 (January 10, 1974).
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the long history of the separation of schools from other municipal
corporations which include counties, townships, municipalities
including home rule cities and villages.
Investments of public funds
The Michigan Constitution of 1963 did not prohibit the investment
of public funds until needed for current requirements as provided
by law.

Attorneys for public bodies, historically, have been

reluctant to authorize any investments except federal securities.
However, the Michigan Constitution of 1963 permits the legislature
to authorize investments under appropriate safeguards.^
The authorization for school districts to invest surplus funds is
found in Section 340.568^:
"The treasurer of a school district, when
authorized by resolution of the Board of
Education, may invest debt retirement
funds, building and site funds, building
and site sinking funds or general funds
of the district. The investment shall
be restricted to the following:
Bonds, bills or notes of the United States,
or obligations, the principal and interest
of which are fully guaranteed by the
United States, or obligations of the state.
In the case of primary or fourth class
school districts, the bonds, bills or
notes shall be payable at the option of
the holder upon not more than ninety
days notice if not so payable, that they
shall have maturity dates not more than
five years from the purchase dates thereof.

•^-Michigan Compiled Laws Annotated, Vol. 2, op. cit., p. 588.
^Michigan Compiled Laws Annotated, Vol. 17A, op. cit., p. 593.
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Certificates of deposit issued by any state
or national bank organized and authorized
to operate a bank in this state.
Commercial paper rated prime at the time of
purchase and maturing not more than two
hundred seventy days from the date of
purchase."
The legislature has permitted school districts greater latitude in
the investment of funds by authorizing commercial paper.

This option

is not available to other Michigan units of government which reaffirms
the continuing separation of public school districts from other
Michigan units of government.
Questions have been raised to the Attorney Generaland challenges
to the statutes
public funds.

via the courts relating to theinterest earnings of
In response to a question regarding interest on

delinquent school taxes, the Attorney General ruled:
"Interest on delinquent school taxes
belongs to the school district and must
be paid by the township treasurer to the
proper receiving officers of the district
on demand."-*In response to the Honorable Russell Heilman, State Representative
from Michigan, regarding the question to the Attorney General, the
following reply was made:
"Where the proceeds of school taxes are
paid under protest and the township
treasurer invests these taxes pending
court determination of the legality of
the school taxes levied, does the
interest on such taxes belong to the
school district or to the township?

1Informal Attorney General Opinion (July 12, 1971).
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Your question relates to such portion of school
operating and debt taxes certified by the Board
of Education of the Ontonagon Area School District
and collected under protest by the treasurer of
Ontonagon Township. The proceeds of the taxes
paid under protest were invested by the township
treasurer pending resolution of the lawsuit to
test the legality of the levy of such taxes.
Upon settlement of the lawsuit, the township
treasurer paid to the treasurer of the school
district the amount of the taxes that were
lawfully paid by the taxpayer but has refused
to pay over the interest earned on the same.
1955 PA 269; MCLA 340.1 et. seq; MSA 15.3001
et seq, is known as the School Code of 1955.
Section 563 of the School Code of 1955, supra,
imposes a duty upon a Board of Education of a
school district to vote to levy such taxes as
may be necessary for school operating purposes.
Authority to impose taxes for the payment of
principal and interest on bonded indebtedness
of the school district is conferred upon a
Board of Education by the legislature as set
forth in Section 683 of the School Code of
1955, supra. Upon adoption of a resolution
of the Board of Education certifying the
taxes to be levied on taxable property within
the district, the secretary of the Board is
required to file a certified copy of such
resolution with the city and township clerk
of each city and township in which the
territory of the school district is situated,
as set forth in Section 564 of the School
Code of 1955, supra.
Section 615 of the School Code of 1955, supra,
provides that school taxes shall be assessed,
levied and collected as provided in 1893 PA 206;
MCLA 211.1 et seq; MSA 7.1 et seq, known as
'The General Property Tax Act'. Section 52 of
'The General Property Tax Act' imposes a duty
upon a township treasurer to remit school taxes
collected by him to the treasurer of the school
district.
Where school taxes are paid under protest, the
township treasurer shall minute the fact of
such protest on the tax roll, and in the receipt
given, as required by Section 53 of 'The General
Property Tax Act'. The payment of a tax under
protest is an assertion by the taxpayer of claim
of illegality of the tax.
The principal object

lLouden v. East Saginaw, 41 Mich. 18 (1879).
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of the payment of taxes under protest is to warn
the controlling officer, here the Ontonagon Town
ship Treasurer, not to pay over to the school
district the taxes paid under protest.^ If the
tax is illegally levied, the taxes paid under
protest must be restored to the taxpayer, plus
any collection charges and interest from the
date of payment.2
In receiving the school taxes paid by the tax
payer under protest, the township treasurer of
Ontonagon Township is a collection agent for
another separate governmental unit, the
Ontonagon Area School District.^ The school
taxes paid under protest are not township
monies even though the township treasurer is
the officer designated by law to collect them.
The use by township officers for other township
purposes of money collected for school purposes
has been held by the Attorney General to be
unlawful.^
Because the school taxes in question are the
funds of the school district, subject to
repayment with interest to the taxpayer upon
determination of a court of competent juris
diction that the taxes were illegally levied,
the township officer collecting and holding
the same has no claim, thereto since there is
no lawful authority for a township treasurer
to retain for the township, interest earned
on school taxes, paid under protest by the
taxpayer and collected and held by the town
ship treasurer pending determination of the
legality of the levy of school taxes.
Therefore, in response to your question, it
must be concluded that the interest earned
on school taxes, paid under protest may not
be retained by the township treasurer for the

•^-First National Bank of Sturgis v. Watkins, 21 Mich. 483 (1870).
2Hospital Purchasing Service of Michigan v. City of Hastings,
11 Mich. App. 500 (1968).
^Hertzog v. City of Detroit, 378 Mich. 1 (1966).
^Anderson v. Hill, 54 Mich. 477 (1884).
Attorney General Bi-Annual Report, 1929-30.

Pp. 878.
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township of which he is an officer upon
resolution of the legality of the levy of
such school taxes. Such school taxes and
the interest earned from investment of the
proceeds of taxes, paid under protest, are
the property of the school district and
must be paid by the Ontonagon Township
Treasurer to the treasurer of the Ontonagon
Area School District."
On interest earnings of public funds, Board of Supervisors v.
Verkerke1 revealed that John A. Verkerke, County Treasurer,
deposited with a bank in Grand Rapids, Michigan a sum of money
received from delinquent taxes belonging to the State of Mich
igan, the City of Grand Rapids, Michigan, the School District
of Grand Rapids, Michigan and townships in Kent County.
sum of all amounts totaled $29,393.20.

The

Mr. Verkerke received

from the bank 2% interest on this sum amounting to $55.44 and
did not account for, nor pay the sum of, to his successor.
The Board of Supervisors instituted court proceedings to recover
the interest earnings.

Mr. Verkerke maintained that the law did

not require him to deposit the sums, and therefore, interest
earnings became his property.

The court ruled, at the time,

that the statutes in effect require him to keep them separate
and apart from his own money.

Where such funds are to be

deposited in a bank, the interest accruing shall belong to,
and constitute a general fund of the state, county or other
public or municipal corporations as the case may be.

X128 Mich. 202 (1901).
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It is apparent from the Michigan statutes, Attorney General opinions and
the related judicial court cases listed in this chapter that the public
officials who are responsible for the depository of public funds can
invest these funds that are in excess of current requirements, thereby,
maximizing revenues.

The interest resulting from the investments,

however, belongs to the general fund of the state, county or other
public or municipal corporations who legally levy the property tax.
The question of a public school district qualifying as a municipal
corporation was clarified ninety-eight years ago in the case, School
District Number Four of the Township of Marathon v. Gage-1-. The question
was answered affirmatively and has been reaffirmed in the following
cases of Rae v. Thompson**, Hall v. Ira Township3, Rasmussen v. Lincoln
Park School District^ and the Detroit Board of Education v. Michigan
Bell Telephone Company"*.
The question must be asked, "Are the legislative intent and judicial
mandates aborted by local units of government?"
It has been the intent of this chapter to identify the procedures for the
tax collecting process and to attempt to resolve questions that have arisen
through the use of Attorney General opinions and judicial decisions.
Chapter III describes the methods and procedures of collecting significant
data and reflects how it will relate to the topics discussed in this chapter.

139 Mich. 484 (1878).
2168 Mich. 511, 134 NW 722 (1912).
3348 Mich. 402, 83 NW 2d 443 (1957).
44 Mich. App. 278, 144 NW 2d 644 (1966).
551 Mich. App. 488 (1974).
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CHAPTER I I I

METHODS AND PROCEDURES
This chapter describes the methods and procedures utilized in
conducting this research.

The following specific areas are discussed:

1.

Population

2.

Instrumentation

3.

Questions Investigated

4.

Data Assembly

5.

Methods Used for Answering the Questions
Population

Public school districts' property tax survey
The public school districts' property tax survey was mailed to each
Michigan public school district that has a member in the Michigan
School Business Officials organization (MSBO). At the time of the
survey, this organization had members in three hundred nine districts
which determined the number of districts surveyed.

This represents

fifty-eight per cent of the K-12 public school districts in Michigan,
and eighty-eight per cent of all public school districts with more than
fifteen hundred membership.1 MSBO membership is primarily comprised

Michigan Department of Education, Ranking of Michigan Public
High School Districts by Selected Financial Data, Bulletin 1012,
1974-75. Lansing, Michigan. Pp. 5.
59
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of business administrators from public school districts.

The population,

therefore, included the large majority of public school districts in
Michigan, and all of the public school districts in Michigan served by
MSBO.

This procedure not only provided for a comprehensive sample of

all districts, but also included a built in provision to encourage
survey responses because of the administrators' knowledge of school
finance and tax collection procedures.
Tax collecting units' property tax survey
The tax collecting units' property tax survey was mailed on a stratified
sample basis to tax collecting units in the State of Michigan.

Each

county in the State was utilized, and a random sample was drawn from
the tax collecting units within each county.
overlap many units of local government.

School district boundaries

The data processing program,

R0902^, furnished by the Michigan Department of Education indicated
that there are 3,143 tax collecting units collecting revenues for 530
public school districts.

The largest number of tax collecting units

for one public school district is eighteen.

A cross reference program,

R0904^, listed the public school districts that are included in the
tax collecting units of cities or townships.

This program revealed

that the largest number of public school districts in a tax collecting
unit is seven.

However, this number is also shared by seven other tax

collecting units.

^Michigan Department of Education, State Equalized Valuation by
School Districts, Tax Year 1975. Program R0902., Lansing, Michigan,
1976. Pp. 54-001.
^Michigan Department of Education, State Equalized Valuation of
School Districts by Townships or Cities. Program R0904, DS-4410,
Lansing, Michigan, 1976. Pp. 01-001 - 99-004.
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Instrumentation
Public school districts' property tax survey
The instrument was initially developed for the public school districts by
inviting sample questions from Dr. C. Robert Muth, Executive Secretary of
Michigan School Business Officials, and other school business officials
within the MSBO organization.

These were supplemented as a result of the

major internship served under the Middle Cities Education Association
which included the review of various tax forms and previous reports that
were required to be submitted by public school districts on tax collection
processes.
Twelve questions were selected and submitted to a group of ten school
business officials for their comments and evaluations.

It was felt that

the questions represented a significant effect on the financial operations
of a public school district.

In the summer of 1975, the instrument was

field tested on a trial sample basis; and the instrument, in its adjusted
form, was presented to the Doctoral Committee for their review, comments
and contributions.

The questions on the instrument required a written

response from each participant.

However, the data to complete the

questions was available in each public school district's business office
because of Michigan statutory requirements.

For informational purposes

only, a sample of the governmental tax collecting unit's property tax
survey (Appendix A) was attached to each public school district's
property tax survey.
A follow up letter was mailed to each public school district if a survey
was not received at the completion of the thirty-eighth calendar day.
Samples of the original instrument (Appendix A) and the follow up
letter (Appendix B) are contained in the Appendices.
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Tax collecting units * property tax survey
The instrument was initially developed for the tax collecting units
by inviting sample questions from Dr. C. Robert Muth.

These were

supplemented as a result of the major internship served under the
Middle Cities Education Association which included the review of
various tax forms and previous reports that were required to be
submitted by tax collecting units on tax collection processes.
Five questions were selected and refined to represent their signif
icant effect on how the tax collection timing related to the time
when the public school district received their revenues.

In the

summer of 1975, the instrument was field tested on a trial sample
basis; and the instrument, in its adjusted form, was presented to
the Doctoral Committee for their review, comments and contributions.
The question relating to computer versus manually processed tax
bills was inserted to determine if there was any significant timing
improvement in the tax collection procedure.

The questions on the

instrument required a written response from each participant.

How

ever, the data to complete the questions was available in each tax
collecting unit's office because of Michigan statutory requirements.
A follow up letter was mailed to specific public school districts
requesting assistance in the completion of the tax collecting units'
property tax survey within their public school district that had not
been received.

Samples of the original instrument (Appendix C) and

the follow up letter (Appendix D) are contained in the Appendices.
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Questions Investigated
In order to examine the effect of the data collected through the
utilization of the two instruments and the research of property tax
statutes for the State of Michigan, each of the following questions
will be evaluated based on the writer's findings:
1. Will semi-annual levies reduce interest costs to public school
districts?
2.

Will the time delay between the collection of the tax revenues

by tax collecting units as compared to when these revenues become
available to public school districts substantially reduce the
investable funds of public school districts?
3.

Will the time delay between the collection of the tax revenues

by tax collecting units, as compared to when these revenues
become available to public school districts, increase the amount
of funds public school districts must borrow to cover cash flow
deficits?
4.

Will computer processed tax bills have a significant impact

on improving the timing of property tax collections?
5.

Are the Michigan Constitution and the statutes for the State of

Michigan in conflict, therefore, inhibiting the timely transfer of
school property tax revenue from tax collecting units to public
school districts?
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Data Assembly
The collection of the data was placed on data cards and processed in
machine readable form by the Grand Rapids Public Schools Data Center.
A code book was developed for each instrument describing the location
of the questions on the data file.
functions.

This code served two essential

First, it was the primary guide in preparing the instru

ment responses for keypunching.

Second, it was the writer's guide

to locating the variables in the data file during data analyses.
The data codes for the public school district instrument (Appendix E)
and the tax collecting unit instrument (Appendix F) utilized in this
assembly process are contained in the Appendices.
Realizing that the transmittal of data to the data cards may pose
some errors, the writer utilized a keypunch verifier to assure
accurate data.

The verifier operation was repeated twice to elim

inate keypunch errors.

Because of the verifying operation and

proofreading by the writer, the data contained on the data cards
accurately reflects the answers given on the original instrument.
Methods Used for Answering the Questions
Each question will be answered by using the data collected from the
public school district instrument, the tax collecting unit instrument
and the results of the writer's statutory research.

The following

outlines each question, and the method of answering:
Question one
Will semi-annual levies reduce interest costs to public school districts?
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This question will be answered by utilizing the data received from
question number eleven and question number twelve of the public school
district instrument which relates to loan and interest cost elim
ination.
Question two
Will the time delay between the collection of the tax revenues by tax
collecting units as compared to when these revenues become available
to public school districts substantially reduce the investable funds
of public school districts?
This question will be answered by converting the tax receipts
from question number ten of the public school district instrument
to a rate of receipts.

The results will be compared to the tax

collections from question number four of the tax collecting unit
instrument after the collection data is converted to a rate of
collection.
Question three
Will the time delay between the collection of the tax revenues by
tax collecting units, as compared to when these revenues become
available to public school districts, increase the amount of funds
public school districts must borrow to cover cash flow deficits?
This question will be answered by using the data collected from
question number ten, question number eleven and question number
twelve of the public school district instrument.

The tax receipts

from question number ten will be converted to a rate of receipts,
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and these results will be compared to the tax collection from question
number four of the tax collecting unit instrument after it is converted
to a rate of collection.

The results of this comparison will be

analyzed as how it would affect the loan data summarized in question
number eleven and question number twelve of the public school district
instrument.
Ques tion four
Will computer processed tax bills have a significant impact on improving
the timing of property tax collections?
This question will be answered by using the data collected from
question number three and question number four of the tax collecting
unit instrument.

The tax collection from question number four will

be converted to a rate of collection for the tax collecting unit
reporting computer processed tax bills, and this data will be compared
to the rate of collection result for the tax collecting units reporting
manually processed tax bills.
Question five
Are the Michigan Constitution and the statutes for the State of Michigan
in conflict, therefore, inhibiting the timely transfer of school
property tax revenue from tax collecting units to public school
districts?
This question will be answered by using a combination of the following
procedures:
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1.

Comparison of the Michigan statutes, Attorney General opinions

and judicial decisions as outlined in Chapter II.
2.

Utilizing the data collected from question number nine of the

matched public school district instrument which relates to the transfer
of interest earnings from tax collecting units to public school
districts.
3.

Utilizing the data collected from question number five of the

matched tax collecting unit instrument which relates to the tax
collecting units reporting interest earnings on investment of property
tax monies.
In developing Chapter IV, the writer will analyze the results on
the survey instruments and current practices will be related to the
Michigan statutes, Attorney General opinions and judicial decisions.
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CHAPTER I V

DATA ANALYSES
Chapter IV presents an analyses of the data collected in this research;
it analyzes the results in relation to the questions and lists the
comments and reactions to the tax collecting unit instrument.

The

chapter is structured in the following manner:
1.

Data presentation

2.

Analyses of the data and statutory research results as it relates

to answering the questions
3.

Comments related to the tax collecting unit instrument
Data Presentation

As outlined in Chapter III, the writer will be utilizing those public
school district instrument results where the tax collecting unit
instrument results were also received.

This does not imply coterminous

boundaries but refers to the tax collecting unit as the collection agency
for the public school district.

Future reference to the data will be

referred to as matched. In addition, public school districts' data
were received when no matching tax collecting units' data were received.
Future reference to the data will be referred to as unmatched. It is
appropriate to use both matched and unmatched public school district
data to answer question one:

Will semi-annual levies reduce interest

costs to public school districts?

68
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Tax collecting units' data were received when no matching public school
districts' data were received.

The data will also be referred to as

unmatched. It is appropriate to include the unmatched data to answer
question four:

Will computer processed tax bills have a significant

impact on improving the timing of property tax collections?
Matched data is used to answer the questions posed about the inter
relationship between public school districts and tax collecting units
(questions two, three and five).
In order to place the survey instrument results into a questions
analyses format, this section is structured as follows:
1.

Results of the matched public school district instrument survey.

2.

Results of the unmatched public school district instrument survey.

3.

Results of the matched and unmatched public school district

instrument survey.
4.

Results of the matched tax collecting unit instrument survey.

5.

Results of the unmatched tax collecting unit instrument survey.

6.

Results of the matched and unmatched tax collecting unit instrument

survey.
7.

Results of the matched and unmatched tax collecting unit instrument

survey where computer processed tax bills were used.
8.

Results of the matched and unmatched tax collecting unit instrument

survey where manually processed tax bills were used.
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Results of the matched public school district instrument survey

Table I is a summation of the data for each question listed on the
public school district instrument which represents one hundred sixty-two
public school district instruments matched with one hundred ninety-three
tax collecting unit instruments.
Results of the unmatched public school district instrument survey
Table II is a summation of the data for each

question listed onforty

unmatched public school district instruments

where no tax collecting

unit instruments were received.
Results of the matched and unmatched public school district instrument
survey
Table III is a summation of the data for each question listed on two
hundred two of the returned matched and unmatched public school district
instruments from a total of three hundred nine public school districts
initially surveyed.
Results of the matched tax collecting unit instrument survey
Table IV is a summation of the data for each

question listed onthe

tax collecting unit instrument which represents one hundred ninety-three
tax collecting unit instruments matched with one hundred sixty-two
public school district instruments.
Results of the unmatched tax collecting unit instrument survey
Table V is a summation of the data for each question listed on sixty-one
unmatched tax collecting unit instruments where no public school district
instruments were received.
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TABLE I
Results of the Matched Public School District Instrument Survey

Question
3
4
5
6
7
8A
8B
8C
9A
9B
10

10

11A
11B
12A
12B

Amount

Description
Number of public school districts
Fourth Friday membership, September 1975
Total districts’ state equalized valuation
Total general fund budget, 1975-76
Total number of tax collecting units
Total interest earnings, 1975-76
Total summer 1975 property tax revenue
(July)
Total winter 1975 property tax revenue
(December)
Total 1975 property tax revenue
Districts receiving interest earnings from
tax collecting unit
Amount of interest earnings received from
tax collecting unit
Cumulative summer 1975-76 tax revenue
received by the following dates:
July
11, 1975
July
25, 1975
August
8, 1975
August
22, 1975
September 5, 1975
September 26, 1975
October
24, 1975
November 28, 1975
Number of public school districts
Cumulative winter 1975-76 tax revenue
received by the following dates:
December 12, 1975
December 26, 1975
January
9, 1976
January
23, 1976
February
6, 1976
February 20, 1976
February 27, 1976
March
31, 1976
Number of public school districts
Amount of loans necessary to cover cash
flow requirements
Interest cost on the loans
Amount of loans that would have been
eliminated if taxes had been levied
on a semi-annual basis
Amount of interest costs eliminated

162
812,714
$23,409,793,068
$ 1,111,766,328
1,029
$
19,245,736
$

185,257,779

$
$

552,669,831
737,927,610

$

630,239

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

557,218
8,284,351
48,930,771
87,626,083
103,836,892
129,564,725
145,936,384
157,546,644
30

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

3,169,390
37,784,360
106,741,052
192,819,948
227,967,268
327,899,066
381,869,234
505,615,594
162

$
$

120,781,857
3,829,473

$
$

83,520,448
2,621,130

4
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TABLE II
Results of the Unmatched Public School District Instrument Survey

Question
3
4
5
6
7
8A
8B
8C
9A
9B
10

10

11A
11B
12A
12B

Amount

Description
Number of public school districts
Fourth Friday membership, September 1975
Total districts' state equalized valuation
Total general fund budget, 1975-76
Total number of tax collecting units
Total interest earnings, 1975-76
Total summer 1975 property tax revenue
(July)
Total winter 1975 property tax revenue
(December)
Total 1975 property tax revenue
Districts receiving interest earnings from
tax collecting unit
Amount of interest earnings received from
tax collecting unit
Cumulative summer 1975-76 tax revenue
received by the following dates:
July
11, 1975
July
25, 1975
August
8, 1975
August
22, 1975
September 5, 1975
September 26, 1975
October
24, 1975
November 28, 1975
Number of public school districts
Cumulative winter 1975-76 tax revenue
received by the following dates:
December 12, 1975
December 26, 1975
January
9, 1976
January
23, 1976
February
6, 1976
February 20, 1976
February 27, 1976
March
31, 1976
Number of public school districts
Amount of loans necessary to cover cash
flow requirements
Interest cost on the loans
Amount of loans that would have been
eliminated if taxes had been levied
on a semi-annual basis
Amount of interest costs eliminated

40
209,880
,727,139,281
$5;
$ 294,317,237
138
4,102,008
$
$

55,131,521

$ 120,820,464
$ 175,951,985

_
_
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

200,000
7,800,000
9,380,000
12,780,961
18,511,228
26,411,228
35,791,228
6

1,767,419
$
3,243,198
$
18,626,367
$
36,678,857
$
$ 44,280,897
61,043,270
$
73,424,465
$
$ 113,581,037
38
$
$

39,886,010
1,393,257

$
$

20,331,900
717,384
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TABLE I I I

Results of the Matched and Unmatched
Public School District Instrument Survey

Question
3
4
5
6
7
8A
8B
8C
9A
9B
10

10

11A
11B
12A
12B

Amount

Description
Number of public school districts
Fourth Friday membership, September 1975
Total districts' state equalized valuation
Total general fund budget, 1975-76
Total number of tax collecting units
Total interest earnings, 1975-76
Total summer 1975 property tax revenue
(July)
Total winter 1975 property tax revenue
(December)
Total 1975 property tax revenue
Districts receiving interest earnings from
tax collecting unit
Amount of interest earnings received from
tax collecting unit
Cumulative summer 1975-76 tax revenue
received by the following dates:
July
11, 1975
July
25, 1975
August
8, 1975
August
22, 1975
September 5, 1975
September 26, 1975
October
24, 1975
November 28, 1975
Number of public school districts
Cumulative winter 1975-76 tax revenue
received by the following dates:
December 12, 1975
December 26, 1975
January
9, 1976
January
23, 1976
February
6, 1976
February 20, 1976
February 27, 1976
March
31, 1976
Number of public school districts
Amount of loans necessary to cover cash
flow requirements
Interest cost on the loans
Amount of loans that would have been
eliminated if taxes had been levied
on a semi-annual basis
Amount of interest costs eliminated

202
1,022,594
$29,136,932,349
$ 1 ,406,083,565
1,167
23,347,744
$
$

240,389,300

$
$

673,490,295
913,879,595

$

630,239

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

557,218
8,484,351
56,730,771
97,006,083
116,617,853
148,075,953
172,347,612
193,337,872
36

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

4,936,809
41,027,558
125,367,419
229,498,805
272,248,165
388,942,336
455,293,699
619,196,631
200

$
$

160,667,867
5,222,720

$
$

103,852,348
3,338,514

4

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without perm ission.

74
TABLE IV

Results of the Matched Tax Collecting Unit Instrument Survey

Question
3A
3B
4

4

5
5

Description
Number of tax collecting units where tax
bills are computer processed
Number of tax collecting units where tax
bills are manually processed
Cumulative summer 1975-76 tax revenue
collected by the following dates:
July
11, 1975
July
25, 1975
August
8, 1975
August
22, 1975
September 5, 1975
September 26, 1975
October
24, 1975
November 28, 1975
Number of tax collecting units
Cumulative winter 1975-76 tax revenue
collected by the following dates:
December 12, 1975
December 26, 1975
January
9, 1976
January
23, 1976
February
6, 1976
February 20, 1976
February 27, 1976
March
31, 1976
Number of tax collecting units
Number of units reporting interest earnings
on tax revenue
Total amount of interest earnings from tax
revenue

Amount
126
67
$ 3,512,194
$ 15,488,678
$ 32,743,703
$ 62,930,161
$ 86,446,391
$ 99,664,864
$107,466,642
$108,951,437
37
$ 26,335,298
$ 83,782,653
$155,456,512
$188,746,936
$215,549,764
$322,035,951
$360,713,753
$381,260,772
193
60
$ 1,728,995
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TABLE V

Results of the Unmatched Tax Collecting Unit Instrument Survey

Question
3A
3B
4

4

5
5

Description
Number of tax collecting units where tax
bills are computer processed
Number of tax collecting units where tax
bills are manually processed
Cumulative summer 1975-76 tax revenue
collected by the following dates:
July
11, 1975
July
25, 1975
August
8, 1975
August
22, 1975
September 5, 1975
September 26, 1975
October
24, 1975
November 28, 1975
Number of tax collecting units
Cumulative winter 1975-76 tax revenue
collected by the following dates:
December 12, 1975
December 26, 1975
January
9, 1976
January
23, 1976
February
6, 1976
February 20, 1976
February 27, 1976
March
31, 1976
Number of tax collecting units
Number of units reporting interest earnings
on tax revenue
Total amount of interest earnings from tax
revenue

Amount
33
28
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

347,693
837,610
1,248,263
2,010,867
2,403,444
2,832,924
2,858,645
2,899,614
11

$ 2,235,136
$ 5,766,171
$10,339,973
$13,261,115
$16,089,844
$27,466,708
$32,138,110
$32,936,973
61
15
$

255,211

R eproduced with perm ission o f the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without perm ission.

76

Results of the matched and unmatched tax collecting unit instrument
survey
Table VI is a summation of the data for each question listed on two
hundred fifty-four of the returned matched and unmatched tax collecting
unit instruments from a total of six hundred twenty tax collecting
units initially surveyed.
Results of the matched and unmatched tax collecting unit instrument
survey where computer processed tax bills were used
Table VII is a summation of the data for each question listed on one
hundred fifty-nine of the returned matched and unmatched tax collecting
unit instruments from a total of two hundred fifty-four tax collecting
unit instruments received.
Results of the matched and unmatched tax collecting unit instrument
survey where manually processed tax bills were used
Table VIII is a summation of the data for each question listed on
ninety-five of the returned matched and unmatched tax collecting
unit instruments from a total of two hundred fifty-four tax collecting
unit instruments received.
Analyses of the Data and Statutory Research Results
As It Relates to Answering the Questions
Question one
Will semi-annual levies reduce interest costs to public school districts?
This question was answered by utilizing the data received from two
hundred two matched and unmatched responses to question number eleven
and question number twelve on the public school district instrument
(Table III).
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TABLE VI
Results of the Matched and Unmatched
Tax Collecting Unit Instrument Survey

Question
3A
3B
4

4

5
5

Description
Number of tax collecting units where tax
bills are computer processed
Number of tax collecting units where tax
bills are manually processed
Cumulative summer 1975-76 tax revenue
collected by the following dates:
July
11, 1975
July
25, 1975
August
8, 1975
August
22, 1975
September 5, 1975
September 26, 1975
October
24, 1975
November 28, 1975
Number of tax collecting units
Cumulative winter 1975-76 tax revenue
collected by the following dates:
December 12, 1975
December 26, 1975
January
9, 1976
January
23, 1976
February
6, 1976
February 20, 1976
February 27, 1976
March
31, 1976
Number of tax collecting units
Number of units reporting interest earnings
on tax revenue
Total amount of interest earnings from tax
revenue

Amount
159
95
$ 3,859,887
$ 16,326,288
$ 33,991,966
$ 64,941,028
$ 88,849,835
$102,497,788
$110,225,287
$111,851,051
48
$ 28,570,434
$ 89,548,824
$165,796,485
$202,008,051
$231,639,608
$349,502,659
$392,851,863
$414,197,745
254
75
$ 1,984,206
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TABLE VII

Results of Matched and Unmatched
Tax Collecting Unit Instrument Survey
Where Computer Processed Tax Bills Were Used

Question
3A
3B
4

4

5
5

Amount

Description
Number of tax collecting units where tax
bills are computer processed
Number of tax collecting units where tax
bills are manually processed
Cumulative summer 1975-76 tax revenue
collected by the following dates:
July
11, 1975
July
25, 1975
August
8, 1975
August
22, 1975
September 5, 1975
September 26, 1975
October
24, 1975
November 28, 1975
Number of tax collecting units
Cumulative winter 1975-76 tax revenue
collected by the following dates:
December 12, 1975
December 26, 1975
January
9, 1976
January
23, 1976
February
6, 1976
February 20, 1976
February 27, 1976
March
31, 1976
Number of tax collecting units
Number of units reporting interest earnings
on tax revenue
Total amount of interest earnings from tax
revenue

159

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

2,852,786
12,978,841
27,695,662
55,667,792
72,588,224
82,758,766
90,354,698
91,729,219
28

$ 20,587,862
$ 67,830,204
$127,803,524
$155,209,155
$179,515,852
$277,145,160
$302,498,545
$311,522,107
159
45
$ 1,862,127
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TABLE VIII

Results of the Matched and Unmatched
Tax Collecting Unit Instrument Survey
Where Manually Processed Tax Bills Were Used

Question
3A
3B
4

4

5
5

Description
Number of tax collecting units where tax
bills are computer processed
Number of tax collecting units where tax
bills are manually processed
Cumulative summer 1975-76 tax revenue
collected by the following dates:
July
11, 1975
July
25, 1975
August
8, 1975
August
22, 1975
September 5, 1975
September 26, 1975
October
24, 1975
November 28, 1975
Number of tax collecting units
Cumulative winter 1975-76 tax revenue
collected by the following dates:
December 12, 1975
December 26, 1975
January
9, 1976
January
23, 1976
February
6, 1976
February 20, 1976
February 27, 1976
March
31, 1976
Number of tax collecting units
Number of units reporting interest earnings
on tax revenue
Total amount of interest earnings from tax
revenue

Amount
—

95
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

1,007,101
3,347,447
6,296,304
9,273,236
16,261,611
19,739,022
19,870,589
20,121,832
20

$ 7,982,572
$ 21,718,620
$ 37,992,961
$ 46,798,896
$ 52,123,756
$ 72,357,499
$ 90,353,318
$102,675,638
95
30
$

122,079
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For reference, these questions are restated below:
Question number eleven
Complete the following information regarding borrowing of general
operating funds to meet the cash flow requirements:
A.

Amount of loan

B.

Gross interest cost

Question number twelve
How much of the loan would be eliminated if your taxes had been levied
on a semi-annual basis:
A.

Amount of loan

B.

Amount of interest

The responses to question number eleven indicated that one hundred
fifty-two of the two hundred two public school districts borrowed
$160,667,867 at an interest cost of $5,222,720.

In response to

question number twelve, one hundred eighteen of the one hundred
fifty-two public school districts stated they would have eliminated
loans of $103,852,348 at an interest cost reduction of $3,338,514.
If it is assumed that the thirty-four public school districts not
responding to this question were merely unable, or unwilling, to
compute a potential savings, the summarized figure for interest cost
is understated.

When the data amount is further extrapolated for

all public school districts in the State of Michigan, a reasonable
estimate of total potential savings is approximately $9,000,000.
The data clearly established that millions of dollars of school
interest cost could be eliminated through semi-annual tax levies.
The question is answered in the affirmative.
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Question two
Will the time delay between the collection of the tax revenues by tax
collecting units as compared to when these revenues become available
to public school districts substantially reduce the investable funds
of public school districts?
This question was answered by converting the tax receipts from
question number ten of the matched public school district instrument
(Table I) to a rate of receipts.

The results were compared to the

tax collections from question number four of the matched tax collecting
unit instrument (Table IV) after the tax collection data was converted
to a rate of collection.
The difference in the rates of collection represents a delay in the
transmission of collected school property taxes from the tax collecting
unit to the public school district.

To determine the dollar amount

of the transfer delay (funds lost), the transfer delay rate for each
period is multiplied by the total school property tax received.

This

information is displayed on Tables IX, X and XI.
Table IX shows the data and the computational process for reported
summer collections.

The average delay in school property taxes

transferred from the tax collecting unit to the public school district
amounted to $9,149,346 for nine two week collection periods.
Table X shows the data and computational process for the reported
winter collections.

The average delay in school property taxes

transferred from the tax collecting unit to the public school district
amounted to $66,756,288 for seven two week collection periods.
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TABLE IX

Summer Levy Rate Comparison and Investable Fund Loss Based on che Difference of Receiving Rates
Between Matched Public School Districts and Collection Rates of Matched Tax Collecting Units

Ending
Date of
Collection
Period

Public School
District Totals
Cumulative
Rate of
Amount
Received
Receipts

Tax Collecting
Unit Totals
Cumulative
Amount
Rate of
Collected
Collection

$

Total
Difference
or Transfer Amount
Received
Delay Rate

Amount of
Investable
Funds Lost

557,218

.00354

$ 3,512,194

.03224

+ .02870

$157,546,644

$ 4,521,588

7-25-75

8,284,351

.05258

15,488,678

.14216

+ .08958

157,546,644

14,113,028

8-08-75

48,930,771

.31058

32,743,703

.30053

(- .01005)

157,546,644

(1,583,344)

8-22-75

87,626,083

.55619

62,930,161

.57760

+ .02141

157,546,644

3,373,074

9-05-75

103,836,892

.65909

86,446,391

.79344

+ .13435

157,546,644

21,166,392

7-11-75

9-26-75

129,564,725

.82239

99,664,864

.91476

+ .09237

157,546,644

14,552,584

10-24-75

145,936,384

.92631

107,466,642

.98637

+ .06006

157,546,644

9,462,253

11-28-75

157,546,644

1.00000

108,951,437

1.00000

—

157,546,644

—

Average amount of funds lost for investment by public school districts equaled $9,149,346 for nine
two week periods.

to
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TABLE X

Winter Levy Rate Comparison and Investable Fund Loss Based on the Difference of Receiving Rates
Between Matched Public School Districts and Collection Rates of Matched Tax Collecting Units

Ending
Date of
Collection
Period

Public School
District Totals
Cumulative
Rate of
Amount
Received
Receipts

Tax Collecting
Unit Totals
Cumulative
Amount
Rate of
Collection
Collected

12-12-75

$ 3,169,390

.00627

$ 26,335,298

.06907

+ .06280

$505,615,594

12-26-75

37,784,360

.07473

83,782,653

.21975

+ .14502

505,615,594

73,324,373

1-09-76

106,741,052

.21111

155,456,512

.40774

+ .19663

505,615,594

99,419,194
57,488,493

Difference
or Transfer
Delay Rate

Total
Amount
Received

Amount of
Investable
Funds Lost
$31,752,659

1-23-76

192,819,948

.38136

188,746,936

.49506

+ .11370

505,615,594

2-06-76

227,967,268

.45087

215,549,764

.56536

+ .11449

505,615,594

57,883,929

2-20-76

327,899,066

.64851

322,035,951

.84466

+ .19615

505,615,594

99,176,499

2-27-76

381,869,234

.75526

360,713,753

.94611

+ .19085

505,615,594

96,497,739

3-31-76

505,615,594

1.00000

381,260,772

1.00000

—

505,615,594

—

Average amount of funds lost for investment by public school districts equaled $66,756,288 for seven
two week periods.

co
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TABLE XX
Total Investable Fund Loss to the
Matched Michigan Public School Districts

Ending
Date of
Collection
Period

Summer Investable
Funds Lost

7-11-75
12-12-75

$ 4,521,588

7-25-75
12-26-75

14,113,028

8-08-75
1-09-76

(1,583,344)

8-22-75
1-23-76

3,373,074

9-05-75
2-06-76

21,166,392

9-26-75
2-20-76

14,552,584

10-24-75
2-27-76

9,462,253

Winter Investable
Funds Lost

Total
Amount of
Funds Lost

$31,752,659

$ 36,274,247

73,324,373

87,437,401

99,419,194

99,419,194

57,488,493

60,861,567

57,883,929

79,050,321

99,176,499

113,729,083

96,497,739

105,959,992

The average amount of funds lost for both summer and winter levy
periods is the sum of Table IX and Table X which equals $75,905,634
for respective two week periods.
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The collection periods are not the same in Table IX and Table X
because the penalty date for the summer levies will vary by tax
collecting unit ranging from thirty to sixty days.
is established by the tax collecting unit.

This date

In the winter levy,

however, the penalty date is February 16, or seventy-seven days
from the date of levy.

Both summer and winter levies become

delinquent on March 1 following the levy period.
Table XI summarizes the total dollar transfer delay from Table IX
and Table X.

The data shown on Table XI represents an average

bi-weekly investable fund loss of $75,905,643.

This amount represents

loss of potential revenue that could have resulted from investing
the average bi-weekly loss for the respective period of time.
Based on this data, question two is answered in the affirmative.
It is important, at this point, to report on an atypical public school
district revealed in the analyses of survey data.

The Grand Rapids

Public Schools receives their tax receipts daily, either on the day
of collection or the day after collection.

The City of Grand Rapids,

the sole collecting unit for the district, deposits tax receipts
to the respective accounts of the City and the Grand Rapids Public
Schools.

The school district funds are deposited directly to their

bank, and a deposit receipt is forwarded to the district.

In this

process, there is no delay in the tax revenue transfer; tax resources
become available to the tax collecting unit and tax levying unit at
the same time.

To appreciate the significant difference in the rates,

Table XII displays the comparison rate of the Grand Rapids Public
Schools to the matched tax collecting units (Table IX) with a summer
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TABLE XII

Comparison of the Rate Differential Between Receiving Rates
of Grand Rapids Public Schools and
Collection Rates of Matched Tax Collecting Units
With a Summer Levy

Grand Rapids Public Schools
Ending
Cumulative
Date of
Collection Amount
Rate of
Receipts
Period
Received

Matched
Tax Collecting Units
Summer Rate

Difference
or Transfer
Delay Rate
+ .04335

7-11-75

$ 1,787,239

.07559

.03224

7-25-75

6,169,436

.26095

.14216

+ .11879

8-08-75

20,638,104

.87292

.30053

+ .57239

8-22-75

22,452,419

.94966

.57760

+ .37206

9-05-75

22,743,419

.96197

.79344

+ .16853

9-26-75

23,070,400

.97580

.91476

+ .06104

10-24-75

23,379,751

.98888

.98637

+ .00251

11-28-75

23,642,573

1.00000

1.00000

—
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levy.

Table XIII compares the Grand Rapids Public Schools rate to

the matched tax collecting units (Table X) with a winter levy.
The writer will present this process in model form in Chapter V.
Because of the uniqueness of this situation and the proposed extrap
olation of the Grand Rapids Public Schools data to the survey
population, the Grand Rapids data was excluded from the reported
survey data of Tables I, II and III.
Question three
Will the time delay between the collection of the tax revenues by
tax collecting units, as compared to when these revenues become
available to public school districts, increase the amount of funds
public school districts must borrow to cover cash flow deficits?
This question was answered by using the data displayed on Tables IX,
X and XI, and the summary from question number eleven and question
number twelve of the matched public school district instrument (Table I).
These questions related to loans which were required to meet cash flow
needs in advance of state aid payments from the State of Michigan and
school property tax transfers from tax collecting units.
The data displayed on Tables IX, X and XI indicated the writer cannot
conclude that the rate of receipts by public school districts affected
the amount of funds borrowed to meet cash flow deficits.
The amount a school borrows is determined by the difference between
their cash needs and cash resources.

School expenditures represent a

relatively consistent month to month demand while school property tax
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Comparison of the Rate Differential Between Receiving Rates
of Grand Rapids Public Schools and
Collection Rates of Matched Tax Collecting Units
With a Winter Levy

Grand Rapids Public Schools
Ending
Date of
Cumulative
Collection Amount
Rate of
Period
Received
Receipts

Matched
Tax Collecting Units
Winter Rate

Difference
or Transfer
Delay Rate

7-11-75

$ 1,787,239

.07559

.06907

+ .00652

7-25-75

6,169,436

.26095

.21975

+ .04120

8-08-75

20,638,104

.87292

.40774

+ .46518

8-22-75

22,452,419

.94966

.49506

+ .45460

9-05-75

22,743,419

.96197

.56536

+ .39661

9-26-75

23,070,400

.97580

.84466*

+ .13114*

10-24-75

23,379,751

.98888

.94611*

+ .04277*

11-28-75

23,642,573

1.00000

1.00000*

—

*These rates are not comparable because of the difference in length of
the collection periods of the summer levy versus the winter levy.
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revenue is received within a short time span, sixty to ninety days.
When taxes are collected in January and February, revenue to operate
from July to December must come from the beginning fund balance,
state aid receipts (bi-monthly) and borrowed cash.

The cash flow

deficit continues until the cumulative revenue exceeds the cumulative
expenses.

When tax receipts are delayed, the revenue-expense

break even point is deferred.

This results in a greater amount

borrowed to meet cash flow deficits.

The data shows that at the

fourth week of collection the tax transfer lag amounted to $87,437,401
(Tables IX and X). This amount is equivalent of four weeks composite
expenses for the matched school districts (Table I, question number 5).
By the twelfth collection week, this lag accumulated to approximately
one hundred fourteen million dollars and was the equivalent of five
and one-half weeks of expenditures for the same public school districts.
It is obvious, that if tax transfers were current with collections,
the amount of funds borrowed could be reduced.

A quantitative deter

mination of the amount of reduced borrowing that would be affected
by current transfer of tax receipts cannot be accomplished from the
summary data.

Public school districts were not asked to compute the

borrowing reduction so affected because tax collecting unit data would
have been required.

It was predetermined that such a request would

have been too complicated for consistency of response and too politically
sensitive locally.
To answer this question with specificity, each borrowing school district
data would have to be separately analyzed.

The relationship of the tax

transfer lag to the weekly expense cash requirement is clear; at the
end of the fourth week of collection, the tax receipts lag equals four
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weeks of expense requirements.

However, the actual tax revenue

received by the matched public school districts during the first four
weeks of collection (Tables IX and X) was the equivalent of two weeks
of expenditures.

Assuming that bi-weekly receipts, thereafter exceeded

the bi-weekly expenses, it can be realistically postulated that
delayed transfers of tax receipts during the first four weeks of the
collection period increased school district borrowings which would
result in increased interest costs.
This question is affirmed by deductive extrapolation of the summary
data.
Question four
Will computer processed tax bills have a significant impact on improving
the timing of property tax collections?
This question was answered by using the sum of the tax collection data
from question number four of the matched and unmatched tax collecting
unit instruments restructured by computer processed tax bills (Table VII)
and manually processed tax bills (Table VIII). The data from these
tables was then converted to a rate of collection and is outlined on
Tables XIV and XV.
Table XIV shows the data and computational process for the following:
1.

The total summer collection of matched and unmatched tax collecting

units reported by collection periods from Table VI.
2.

The summer collection amounts and rates of collection for computer

processed tax bills from Table VII.
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TABLE XIV

Summer Levy Rate of Collection Comparison of Computer Processed Tax Bills Versus
Manually Processed Tax Bills of Matched and Unmatched Tax Collecting Units

Matched and Unmatched
Tax Collecting
Unit Totals
Ending
Cumulative
Date of
Collection Amount
Rate of
Collected
Collection
Period

Matched and Unmatched
Tax Collecting Units
Using Computer
Processed Tax Bills
Cumulative
Amount
Rate of
Collected
Collection

Matched and Unmatched
Tax Collecting Units
Using Manually
Processed Tax Bills
Cumulative
Amount
Rate of
Collection
Collected

Comparison
Between
Computer
Versus
Manually
Processed
Tax Bills

7-11-75

$ 3,859,887

.03451

$ 2,852,786

.03110

$ 1,007,101

.05005

(- .01895)

7-25-75

16,326,288

.14596

12,978,841

.14149

3,347,447

.16636

(- .02487)

8-08-75

33,991,966

.30390

27,695,662

.30193

6,296,303

.31291

(- .01098)

8-22-75

64,941,028

.58060

55,667,792

.60687

9,273,236

.46085

+ .14602

9-05-75

88,849,835

.79436

72,588,224

.79133

16,261,611

.80816

(- .01683)

9-26-75

102,497,788

.91638

82,758,766

.90221

19,739,022

.98098

(- .07877)

10-24-75

110,225,287

.98546

90,354,698

.98502

19,870,589

.98751

(- .00249)

11-28-75

111,851,051

1.00000

91,729,219

1.00000

20,121,832

1.00000

—
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TABLE XV

Winter Levy Rate of Collection Comparison of Computer Processed Tax Bills Versus
Manually Processed Tax Bills of Matched and Unmatched Tax Collecting Units

Matched and Unmatched
Tax Collecting
Ending
Unit Totals
Date of
Cumulative
Collection Amount
Rate of
Period
Collected
Collection

Matched and Unmatched
Matched and Unmatched
Tax Collecting Units
Tax Collecting Units
Using Computer
Using Manually
Processed Tax Bills
Processed Tax Bills
Cumulative
Cumulative
Rate of
Amount
Rate of
Amount
Collection
Collected
Collection Collected

Comparison
Between
Computer
Versus
Manually
Processed
Tax Bills

12-12-75

$ 28,570,434

.06898

$ 20,587,862

.06609

7,982,572

.07775

(- .01166)

12-26-75

89,548,824

.21620

67,830,204

.21774

21,718,620

.21153

+ .00621

1-09-76

165,796,485

.40028

127,803,524

.41026

37,992,961

.37003

+ .04023

1-23-76

202,008,051

.48771

155,209,155

.49823

46,798,896

.45579

+ .04244

2-06-76

231,639,608

.55925

179,515,852

.57629

52,123,756

.50765

+ .06864

2-20-76

349,502,659

.84381

277,145,160

.88965

72,357,499

.70472

+ .18493

2-27-76

392,851,863

.94846

302,498,545

.97103

90,353,318

.87999

+ .09104

3-31-76

414,197,745

1.00000

311,522,107

1.00000

102,675,638

1.00000

$

—
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3.

The summer collection amounts and rates of collection for manually

processed tax bills from Table VIII.
4.

The comparison of the difference between the rates of collection

of the computer processed tax bills versus the manually processed tax
bills.
Table XV shows the data and computational process for the following:
1.

The total winter collection of the matched and unmatched tax

collecting units reported by collection periods from Table VI.
2.

The winter collection amounts and rates of collection for computer

processed tax bills from Table VII.
3.

The winter collection amounts and rates of collection for manually

processed tax bills from Table VIII.
4.

The comparison of the difference between the rates of collection

of the computer processed tax bills versus the manually processed tax
bills.
The differences between the rates of collection of the summer levying
tax collecting units versus the winter levying tax collecting units may,
in part, result from the difference of property tax penalty dates.
However, the data from Tables XIV and XV reflect an improvement in the
recording of tax revenues by tax collecting units when computer
processed tax bills are used.
Based on this information, question four is answered in the affirmative.
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Question five
Are the Michigan Constitution and the statutes for the State of Michigan
in conflict, therefore, inhibiting the timely transfer of school property
tax revenue from tax collecting units to public school districts?
This question was answered by using a combination of the following
procedures:
1.

Comparison of the Michigan statutes, Attorney General opinions and

judicial decisions as outlined in Chapter II.
2.

Utilizing the data collected from question number nine of the

matched public school district instrument which relates to the transfer
of interest earnings from tax collecting units to public school districts.
This data is contained on Table I.
3.

Utilizing the data collected from question number five of the

matched tax collecting unit instrument which relates to the tax collecting
units reporting interest earnings on investment of property tax monies.
This data is contained on Table IV.
In analyzing this question, the word conflict is used in the broad
sense.

It is viewed as representing mutually exclusive events in which

the intent of the statute or the interpretations of the statute differ
and seem to contradict each other.

A compilation of Michigan statutes,

Attorney General opinions and judicial decisions will illustrate the
conflict.

An additional analysis of survey data will indicate admin

istrative action that further demonstrates a difference between statute
requirements and actual practices.

The following is a compilation of

statute conflicts:
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1.

A.

Section 340.120^ provides a third class school district the

option to collect taxes in the same manner as the city, village or
township in which it is located.

Section 340.641a2 indicates that

the approval of the city governing body is required, and Section
340.642a^ requires the approval of the township board for public school
districts located in townships.

These approvals seem redundant in

view of judicial decisions by the Michigan Supreme Court.

These have

clearly established the relationship of local units of government and
their public officials as they interrelate with public school districts.
To point out the conflict in the above statute, the following is a
list of the major judicial decisions:
1)

Case v. J. M. Dean^ which defined the only duty of a
public official in a tax collecting unit charged with
the preparation of the tax roll is to assess such
taxes as are properly certified.

2)

Fenton v. Feller^ which identified that the role of a
township supervisor is completed when the property
tax roll is turned over to the treasurer for collect
ion.

•^-Michigan Compiled Laws .Annotated, Vol. 17A.
Publishing Company. Pp. 190.

St. Paul:

West

2loc. cit., p. 676-7.
^loc. cit., p. 678-9.
416 Mich. 12 (1867).
533 Mich. 199 (1876).
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3)

School District of Lansing v. City of Lansing1 which
stated that the treasurer cannot forgive city taxes for
a public school district and has no legal control over
the collection process except as outlined in the statute
and judicial decision.

4)

Jones v. Wright2 which defined the duty and liability
of the township treasurer and subjected him to the orders
of the school board.

5)

Byles v. Township of Golden3 which clearly stated that
the township, in its tax collecting function, is in an
agency relationship with the tax levying unit such as a
public school district.

These five cited cases clearly separate the public school districts from
local governments in the property tax collection process.

They point

out that the tax collecting unit is an agency relationship carrying out
the orders of a public school district board.

This case history and

Section 340.120^ authorizes a third class public school district to
collect taxes with the tax collecting unit.

The question must logically

be asked, "Why is the tax collecting unit's approval required when a
change in the tax collection date is requested by a public school
district?"

1264 Mich. 272 (1933).
234 Mich. 371 (1876).
352 Mich. 612 (1884).
^Michigan Compiled Laws Annotated, Vol. 17A, op. cit., p. 190.
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B.

Section 340.159^ stated that second class public school

districts shall collect school taxes with the city taxes.

A second

class public school district is so classified because of a school
census of more than 30,000 and less than 120,000 children between the
ages of five and twenty as certified by the Superintendent of Public
Instruction.

The question can be asked, "Why shouldn't this privilege

be granted to all school districts?"

If not, the question can also be

asked, "Isn't this a form of financial discrimination?"

The data

revealed in Table VI indicated that forty-eight of the matched and
unmatched tax collecting units levied a summer property tax.
C.

Section 211.42^ indicated that the school district should

receive their taxes on January 10 next following and within ten days
thereafter.

The writer found it difficult to define the meaning of

this section and to especially reconcile it with Section 211.43^ ruling
that such township treasurer shall at no time have on hand collections
of state, county and school taxes in excess of twenty-five per cent of
the amount of such taxes apportioned.

If monies are not turned over

to the public school district immediately, they are available for
township investment.

How does this relate to Section 340.366^ which

indicates no money raised by taxes shall be used for any other purpose
than which it was raised without the consent of the majority of the

-*-loc. cit., p. 230-1.
^Michigan Compiled Laws Annotated, Vol. 11.
Publishing Company. Pp. 15.

St. Paul:

West

^loc. cit., p. 55.
^Michigan Compiled Laws Annotated, Vol. 17A, op. cit.
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public school tax electors in the district?

In reviewing Section

750.490'1', which outlines the safekeeping of public funds and the case,
Niles Bryant Schools v. Bailey^ which stated that tax monies must be
used for the purpose voted, is there any question that the officer who
collects, or otherwise receives, such funds has any other alternative
except to deposit them with the public officer entitled to their
custody and with said person only.

The statutes are clear in that

the treasurer of the public school district or the public school board
is the officer principally concerned with the management of the monies
of that district.
2.

As indicated on the matched data from question number nine on the

public school district instrument (Table I), investment interest of
$630,239 was received by four public school districts which was a result
of investments of public school property taxes by tax collecting units.
As outlined in Section 750.490^, it is the duty of every public officer
charged with receiving, keeping and disbursing monies that it must be
kept separate and apart and cannot be commingled with monies from any
other firm or corporation.

Were these monies, in fact, commingled and

interest earned and distributed pro-rata based on a formula?

Is it

general practice to commingle tax collections and invest from the total
and is it more general practice for the tax collecting unit to retain
the interest so earned?

^Michigan Compiled Laws Annotated, Vol. 37.
Publishing Company. Pp. 326-7.

St. Paul:

West

2161 Mich. 193 (1911).
^Michigan Compiled Laws Annotated, Vol. 37, op. cit., p. 326-7.
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In reviewing Section 340.568^, this statute gives greater latitude to
public school districts than to tax collecting units in the investment
of funds.

It would certainly appear that this is further encouragement

that the monies be placed in the hands of the public school official
where opportunities for investments are broader, and therefore, the
revenue appreciation would be greater.

This option offered in Section

340.5682 is not available to other units of government which further
suggests the continuing separation of public school districts from
other Michigan units of government.
3.

As indicated on the matched data from question number five on the

tax collecting unit instrument (Table IV), only sixty of the one
hundred ninety-three tax collecting units reported interest earnings.
The amount of $1,728,995 certainly does not seem indicative of the
total potential for investment earnings especially when one unit of
government earned $1,100,000.

This unit of government represented 3.7%

of the total tax collections of the matched tax collecting units and
63.6% of the reported interest earnings.

The investment of public funds

is not prohibited by the Michigan Constitution of 1963.

The data

prompts the obvious and relevant question, "Were the tax resources
ineffectively invested, under invested or was question number five
deliberately unanswered as outlined on Table IV?"

It certainly must

be assumed that the administration of larger tax collecting units are
sophisticated in money management and are investing excess resources
on a week to week basis.

Therefore, the conclusion must be reached

•^Michigan Compiled Laws Annotated, Vol. 17A, op. cit., p. 593.
2ibid.
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that many tax collecting units in filling out the survey instrument
intentionally omitted responding to the question.
It is, also, evident from unsolicited comments to the survey, reported
later in this chapter, that many small tax collecting units do not
invest temporarily excess monies.

A practice among small tax collect

ing units seems to be to deposit tax receipts directly to the checking
account with no indication of investment consideration.
Only 31.1% (60 of 193) of the matched tax collecting units (Table IV,
question number 5) reported interest earned, and only 6.7% (4 of 60)
transferred interest earned on tax revenue to the constituent public
school district (Table I, question number 9A). In summary, it must
be concluded that:
1. Many large tax collecting units did not report interest earnings.
2. Many small tax collecting units did not invest excess funds.
3.

That investment practices of tax collecting units are generally

less aggressive and effective than public school districts.
4.

Many tax collecting units invest tax monies but do not distribute

such earnings to the tax levying public school districts.
It is appropriate to refer to the Attorney General opinion'*' that con
cluded after much case law reference that interest earned on school
taxes, paid under protest, may not be retained by the township treasurer
for township use while awaiting the resolution of the legality of the
levy.

Also, the ownership of the interest earnings was clearly defined

■*■Informal Attorney General Opinion (July 12, 1971).
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In the Board of Supervisors v. Verkerke1. The court maintained:
"Where such funds are to be deposited in the
bank, the interest accruing shall belong to
and constitute the general fund of the state,
county or public municipality as the case may
be."
In view of the various citations, question five is answered in the
affirmative.
Comments Related to the Tax Collecting Unit Instrument
The writer has emphasized the conflict and complexity of statutes
prescribing tax administration requirements and limitations and has
further deducted that practices varied and conflicted with regulatory
statutes and case law.

The writer has implied that some of the

vagarities of practice were intentional and monetarily inspired; but
also, recognizes that most of the discrepancies between law and
practice are due to lack of understanding.

The statutes governing

tax administration are complex, and the part-time treasurers of many
tax collecting units are not technically trained.

A complex procedure

reverts to the simpliest of bookkeeping methodology.

In addition,

there seems to exist a sense of privacy about financial matters and
an inter-agency political anxiety about revealing tax data.

These are

subjective observations based on personal contacts made during this
study, but it is important to understand the environment that supports
the process.

An environment that in many smaller tax collecting units

is informal when formal procedures are required; non-technical where
technical capacity is demanded; closed where openness is desirable.

1128 Mich. 202 (1901).
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To give the reader incite into this environment, the following are
unsolicited comments included on the returned tax collecting unit
instruments:
"How much am I paid for this?
The cost of gathering this information will
be $50.00 payable in advance.
Please explain to me why I should fill out
this form. If I have to fill this out, I
want to be paid.
Sorry.
Please verify reason for information you
request. This involves much research and
time.
Please get your information from the Tax
Commission.
Unable to do this for you at this time.
Our books are at the auditors.
Starting in 1976-77, our collected taxes
will be deposited in a savings account.
I feel I cannot answer your questions
concerning taxes in this township as
we have nothing to do with Kent County
schools or Kent County taxation. If
you give me more information, I will
take your request before the Township
Board for their answer.
For the past two years, our city has
taken the position that we will not
answer any survey that is not required
by law or results of which do not have
any direct benefit for the city.
These tax monies are paid out to the
schools, county and township general
fund about every two weeks during the
collection period. No interest earned.
No interest earned; the daily tax
receipts are deposited to a checking
account. At the end of each month,
the monies collected for that month
are distributed to the various recipients.
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My records reflect collections from
date to date of bank deposits. No
deposit was made between January 19,
1976 and February 13, 1976 which
accounts for the zero figure on
February 6, 1976. The same holds
true for February 27, 1976.
Taxes deposited and recorded at the
end of the month.
All monies deposited in a checking
account, so no interest.
No interest as monies are paid out
to various units on or before March 15,
1976.
Tax money is all distributed to county,
schools and township on January 10,
February 10 and after March 1, 1976
when books are turned into the county
treasurer.
Investments are not broken down as to
source; i.e., tax monies.
We have been advised by our auditors
that it is not correct to collect
interest monies from school or county
portions of the taxes. We collect
interest only on the township portion
of the taxes.
I did not earn interest because I pay
them off each month.
If you need any further information,
please feel free to contact me.
I hope that I have filled this out
correctly. Settlements with school
districts were made January 15, 1976,
February 19, 1976 and March 15, 1976.
No interest earned.
Would it be asking too much to what
end results this information is being
used?"
In view of the Michigan statutory requirements outlined in Chapter II,
it is clear that property tax statutes and judicial decisions are not
administered by some public officials charged with such administration.
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The writer arranged for on site visits to retrieve the data listed on
the tax collecting unit instrument from three tax collecting units of
government.

The following are the results of these experiences:

The first tax collecting unit visited was
very cooperative, and the data was made
available immediately.
The second tax collecting unit visited required
some persuasion:
"On August 16, 1976, I went to the treasurer's
office and requested cumulative amounts of tax
monies collected on certain dates. A clerk at
the office wanted to know who I was and what
organization I represented. I told her I was
seeking the data as a private citizen and gave
my name. She was reluctant to provide access
to the data. A young man came to the counter
who recognized me and said he would provide
the ledger books and did so."
The third tax collecting unit of government
visited revealed the following:
"On August 31, 1976, at approximately 2:00 p.m.,
I went to the city treasurer's office and told
a girl at the counter that I had some questions
about total amounts of taxes that had been
collected through certain dates. She said she
would ask her supervisor to talk with me. Her
supervisor came to the counter, and I repeated
my question. She said that this was a busy
time of tax collection for them and that they
did not have time to obtain the data for me.
I said that if I could see the raw data on
daily ledgers that I could get the totals
myself. She said their office could not help
me and referred me to the city treasurer.
I identified myself to the city treasurer as
a citizen of the State of Michigan requesting
cumulative amounts of tax monies collected by
certain dates. He questioned what organization
I represented, and I stated that I am collecting
the data for an individual study. He wanted
to know why I wanted the data. I repeated that
I was collecting the data for an individual
study. He said that he did not have the data
in a daily collection format. I asked him if
he kept daily ledgers of tax amounts collected.
He admitted that they maintained the ledgers,
but they could not be getting the data for
every citizen that came in and asked for it.
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I told him that I would record the daily totals
and produced pencil and paper. He said if I
would tell him what I was looking for or
trying to prove that he might have the data in
a different format. I replied that to see the
ledgers and copy the data would be all I
needed. He then supplied the four ledger
sheets and a temporary work surface. I
retrieved the data in short order and left
at approximately 2:50 p.m."
The Michigan statutes list the procedures for public officials to
follow regarding inspection and use of public records.

It is appropriate,

at this time, to point out to the reader the section that highlights the
statutory requirement regarding inspection and use of public records,
Section 750.4921:
"Any officer having the custody of any county,
city or township records in this state who
shall when requested fail or neglect to furnish
proper and reasonable facilities for the inspect
ion and examination of the records and files in
his office and for making memoranda of transcripts
therefrom during the usual business hours, which
shall not be less than four hours per day, to
any person having occasion to make examination
of them for any lawful purpose shall be guilty
of a misdemeanor, punishable by imprisonment in
the county jail not more than one year, or by a
fine of not more than $500, provided that the
custodian of said records and files may make
such reasonable rules and regulations with
reference to the inspection and examination of
them as shall be necessary for the protection
of said records and files, and to prevent
interference with the regular discharge of the
duties of such officer: Provided further, That
such officer shall prohibit the use of pen and
ink in making copies or notes of records and
files in his office: Provided further, That no
books, records and files shall be removed from
the office of the custodian thereof for any
purposes whatever, except by the order of the
judge of any court of competent jurisdiction,
or in response to a subpoena duces tecum issued
therefrom."

^Michigan Compiled Laws Annotated, Vol. 39.
Publishing Company. Pp. 332.

St. Paul:

West
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The Michigan Law and Practices Encyclopedia^ states:
"The law presumes that proper official care is
taken of public files and records.2 A public
officer is the legal custodian of all papers,
books and records pertaining to his office,
and is responsible for their safekeeping and
protection.^
Although a citizen has not a statutory right
to inspect state public records, he does
have a common law right to do so-* where he
can show some special interest entitling
him to inspection.** Generally, any county,
city or township records may be inspected
or examined by a person having occasion to
make examination of them for any lawful
purpose.^ Accordingly, the stub receipt
books in the office of a city treasurer
have been found to be public records and
subject to examination by persons having
occasion to use them for any lawful
p u r p o s e . 8 Similarly, records of a city
health officer have been said to be
public records open to inspection by the
public and a health study commission
appointed by the mayor,® and records

•^Michigan Law and Practices Encyclopedia, Vol. 19.
Publishing Company. Pp. 413-4.

St. Paul:

West

2Hall v. Kellogg, 1867, 16 Mich. 135.
^C.J.S. Records, Section 34.
4Nowack v. Fuller, 1928, 219 NW 749, 243 Mich. 200, 60 A.L.R. 1351.
-*ibid.

Burton v. Tuite, 1889, 44 NW 282, 78 Mich. 363, 7 L.R.A. 73.

8ibid.

Aitcheson v. Huebner, 1892, 51 NW 634, 90 Mich. 643.

^Michigan Compiled Laws Annotated, Vol. 39, op. cit. Barnard v.
Dunham, 1916, 158 NW 202, 191 Mich. 567. Kalamazoo Gazette Company v.
Vosburg, 1907, 111 NW 1070, 148 Mich. 460. Burton v. Tuite, 1889, op.
cit.
1941-42 OP.
AttorneyGeneral
236.1937-38OP.
200.
1947-48 OP.
AttorneyGeneral
682.
8Burton v. Tuite, 1890, 45 NW 88, 80 Mich.
^1941-42 OP.

AttorneyGeneral

218, 7 L.R.A. 824.
540.
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concerning an application for direct relief
may be inspected by persons duly authorized
by the federal or state government, or the
duly elected officials of the county, city
or district involved.
The writer is a public official responsible for certain public records.
These public records are subjected to periodic inspection and examination
by the general public having the occasion to examine them for legitimate
and lawful purposes.

It has been the writer's policy to provide the
2

data under the guidelines established in Section 750.492 .
In summary, Chapter IV presented the results of the field survey,
analyzed the survey data and statute research as they related to the
problem, utilized the survey data in answering the questions and
identified the environment of the property tax collection and safe
keeping of public money process.

The survey results and statute

research findings will form the foundation for the conclusions and
recommendations that are outlined in Chapter V.

■^Sl-SZ OP. Attorney General 396.
^Michigan Compiled Laws Annotated, Vol. 39, op. cit.
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CHAPTER V

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
The purpose of this chapter is to translate the findings of the study
into positive conclusions and recommendations.

Chapter V is structured

as follows:
1.

Summary and conclusions based on the collected and analyzed data.

2.

Recommendations based on the results of the study, and the writer's

knowledge drawn from this research.
3.

A model for property tax administration.
Summary and Conclusions
Based on the Collected and Analyzed Data

In Chapter I, the statutory research concluded that the Supreme Court
of the United States has repeatedly declared, while funding methods in
some instances are unconstitutional, the property tax is constitutional
and will continue to provide funds for state expenses specifically
educational purposes.
The review of the Constitution of Michigan, the Michigan statutes, Attorney
General opinions and judicial decisions have clearly established that:
1.

The role and place of the public school district in the family of

governmental units in the State of Michigan is under the entire control
of the legislature of the State of Michigan independent of other local
governmental units except to a greater or lesser extent authorized to
cooperate.
108
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2.

The role and responsibility of the tax collecting unit as it relates

to their responsibilities to public school districts is an agency
relationship carrying out the orders of the school board as it relates
to the property tax process.
3.

The procedures for safekeeping and ownership of public monies

stated that public monies must be placed with and used for the sole
purpose for which it was voted upon by the electors of the unit of
government voting on the question.
The survey research of this study concluded:
1.

There is a lack of understanding, or ability to interpret, the

complex statutes establishing the property tax procedures.
2.

There is a lack of formal procedures in many smaller units of

government as it relates to the property tax administration process.
3.

There is a distinct difference between the Michigan statutes and

actual tax management practice.
4.

There is a distinct difference between judicial decisions and

actual tax management practice.
5.

There is a lack of an aggressive investment practice for effective

use of tax revenues.
6.

There is a privacy exhibited by public officials in tax collecting

units about the disclosure of the property tax collection process and
revenue data.
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7.

There Is a political hesitancy or unwillingness of public

school officials to pursue through the legal process the enforcement
of legislative requirements in the collection and transfer of public
school district property tax revenue.
8.

There is a lack of understanding or knowledge by public school

officials as to the interest revenue value from investments that can
result from a summer levy.
9.

There is a lack of understanding or knowledge by public school

officials as to the interest costs resulting from loans to cover cash
flow deficits which are associated with a winter levy.
10.

There is an improvement in the recording of tax revenues by tax

collecting units when computer processed tax bills are compared to
manually processed tax bills.
Recommendations Based on the Results of the Study
And the Writer's Knowledge Drawn from This Research
Based on the findings and the conclusions presented in this study,
the following recommendations are made:
1.

The Michigan statutes be recodified to eliminate conflicts and

vagueness.
2.

To improve the ability to interpret and understand the statutes,

a simplified handbook containing operating procedures should be developed
for use by all township, village and city treasurers.

This handbook

would paraphrase the legal requirements with simple interpretations and
directives that public officials in the tax collecting units could
utilize.
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3.

Change the Michigan statutes requiring all tax collecting units

to transfer tax revenues to the accounts of the levying unit on a
daily basis.
4.

Change the Michigan statutes requiring all taxes currently collected

by unchartered townships to be collected by the county government
incorporating daily deposits to the accounts of the levying units.
5.

Change the Michigan statutes giving all municipal corporations

investment authority now included in Section 340.568^.
6.

To assure that the transfer of property tax revenue from the tax

collecting units to the tax levying units meet the statutory require
ments, the annual audits are to include this review.

Copies of the

final document will be furnished to all levying units.
7.

Professional educational associations such as Michigan Association

of School Administrators, Michigan Association of School Boards,
Middle Cities Education Association and Michigan School Business
Officials should use their resources to in-service school officials
of the following:
a)

Legal processes available for the enforcement of
legislative requirements in the collection and
transfer of property tax revenue to public school
districts.

^Michigan Compiled Laws Annotated, Vol. 2.
Publishing Company. Pp. 588.

St. Paul:

West
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b)

An understanding and knowledge as to the interest
revenue and interest costs resulting from using
summer tax levies versus winter tax levies.

8.

Further research should be undertaken by tax collecting units to

determine the total effect of computer processed tax bills versus
manually processed tax bills.
9.

Replication of this study should be undertaken by every Michigan

public school district to determine the financial effect that these
findings, conclusions and recommendations would have on their district.
The writer appreciates the complexity of the property tax statutes
after spending an excess of four hundred hours in various law libraries
attempting to identify the intent of the statutes and major judicial
decisions.

It, therefore, is appropriate to conclude that the elected

officials will generally follow his predecessor's practices unless
there is a great degree of exposure to the tax collection statutes.
This has been brought out by the vast differential between collection
rates of property taxes collected by tax collecting units versus when
taxes become available to public school districts.
A Model for Property Tax Administration
The current State of Michigan statutes covering public school districts'
property tax collection and revenue distribution procedures are increasing
public school districts' expenses and preventing revenue growth.

The

previous statement is true because of the acceptance of questions one,
two, three and five in Chapter IV.

The total effect, however, of potential

interest growth, due to investable funds not being available, is high
lighted in this section:
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The study revealed that the Grand Rapids Public Schools received its
property tax revenue from the City of Grand Rapids, and the proceeds
were deposited daily to the district's accounts.

This resulted in

an identical rate of receipts between the district and the tax
collecting unit.

As noted on Tables XVI and XVII, the taxes collected

for the periods specified total $23,642,573.

The rate of receipts

were faster than the matched tax collecting unit rates (Tables IX and
X).
The difference in the rates displayed on Tables XVI, XVII and XVIII
represents the delay in the transmission of collected school property
taxes when comparing the City of Grand Rapids to the matched tax
collecting units.

To determine the dollar amount of the transfer

delay (investable fund potential), the transfer delay rate for each
period is multiplied by the total school property tax received.
Table XVI shows the data and computational process for the reported
summer collections of matched tax collecting units (Table IX), and
the potential investable funds that would have been available to
all summer levying matched public school districts if their rate
of receipts were identical to the Grand Rapids Public Schools.
Table XVII shows the data and computational process for the reported
winter collections of matched tax collecting units (Table X), and
the potential investable funds that would have been available to
the matched public school districts if their rate of receipts were
identical to the Grand Rapids Public Schools.
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Grand Rapids
and the City
Ending
Date of
Collection
Period

Public Schools
of Grand Rapids
Cumulative
Amount
Received

Rate of
Receipts

Matched
Tax Collecting Units
Summer Rate (Table IX)

Difference
or Transfer
Delay Rate

Total
Amount
Received

Investable
Fund
Potential

7-11-75

$ 1,787,239

.07559

.03224

+ .04335

$157,546,644

$ 6,829,647

7-25-75

6,169,436

.26095

.14216

+ .11879

157,546,644

18,714,966

8-08-75

20,638,104

.87292

.30053

+ .57239

157,546,644

90,178,124

8-22-75

22,452,419

.94966

.57760

+ .37206

157,546,644

58,616,804

9-05-75

22,743,419

.96197

.79344

+ .16853

157,546,644

26,551,336

9-26-75

23,070,400

.97580

.91476

+ .06104

157,546,644

9,616,647

10-24-75

23,379,751

.98888

.98637

+ .00251

157,546,644

395,442

11-28-75

23,642,573

1.00000

1.00000

157,546,644

—

—

m
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TABLE X V I

Matched Public School Districts Investable Fund Potential
Based on the Difference of Collection Rates (Summer Levy)
Of Matched Tax Collecting Units When Compared to
The Receiving Rate of Grand Rapids Public Schools
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TABLE X V I I

Matched Public School Districts Investable Fund Potential
Based on the Difference of Collection Rates (Winter Levy)
Of Matched Tax Collecting Units When Compared to
The Receiving Rate of Grand Rapids Public Schools

Grand Rapids
and the City
Ending
Date of
Collection
Period

Public Schools
of Grand Rapids
Cumulative
Amount
Received

Rate of
Receipts

Matched
Tax Collecting Units
Winter Rate (Table X)

Total
Difference
or Transfer Amount
Delay Rate
Received

Investable
Fund
Potential

7-11-75

$ 1,787,239

.07559

.06907

+ .00652

$505,615,594

7-25-75

6,169,436

.26095

.21975

+ .04120

505,615,594

20,836,419

8-08-75

20,638,104

.87292

.40774

+ .46518

505,615,594

235,202,262

8-22-75

22,452,419

.94966

.49506

+ .45460

505,615,594

229,852,849

9-05-75

22,743,419

.96197

.56536

+ .39661

505,615,594

200,532,201

$ 3,296,614

9-26-75

23,070,400

.97580

.84466*

+ .13114*

505,615,594

66,306,429*

10-24-75

23,379,751

.98888

.94611*

+ .04277*

505,615,594

21,625,178*

11-28-75

23,642,573

1.00000

—

505,615,594

1.00000

—

*These rates are not comparable because of the difference in length of the collection periods of the
summer levy versus the winter levy.
115
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TABLE XVIII
Total Investable Fund Potential

Ending
Date of
Collection
Period
7-11-75

Summer Investable
Fund Potential

Winter Investable
Fund Potential

$ 6,829,647

$ 3,296,614

Total
$ 10,126,261

7-25-75

18,714,966

20,836,419

39,551,385

8-08-75

90,178,124

235,202,262

325,380,386

8-22-75

58,616,804

229,852,849

288,469,653

9-05-75

26,551,336

200,532,201

227,083,537

9-26-75

9,616,647

66,306,429*

75,923,076*

10-24-75

395,442

21,625,178*

22,020,620*

*These rates are not comparable because of the difference in length of
the collection periods of the summer levy versus the winter levy.
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Table XVIII summarizes the potential investable funds that would have
been available to all matched public school districts if their rate
of receipts were identical to the Grand Rapids Public Schools.
This development illustrates potential gain for public school districts
if there was reasonable consistency in the collection process of the
property tax.

It is difficult to measure the potential interest gains

by the previous illustration because there are many factors that
influence the interest earnings besides interest rates.
1.

They are:

How long are the funds available in a specific district for

investment?
2.

Is there cash management expertise in the district?

3.

Has the board of education of a public school district approved

the legal investments as specified in the statutes?
4.

Is the public school district located near major banking centers?

5.

Is the political environment of a public school district supportive

of an aggressive investment policy?
6.

Does the fund balance amount give public school officials latitude

for good cash flow management?
In order to appreciate the total impact, Table XIX illustrates the
interest earnings potential of public school districts when compared
to the Grand Rapids Public Schools— a district that has a summer levy
and receives daily deposits from the tax collecting unit.

Table XIX

is a summary of specific research data and the computational process as

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without perm ission.

it relates to the interest earnings potential from investable funds.
The data revealed that public school districts with winter levies have
the greatest potential gain from interest earnings if their tax
receipts process paralleled the Grand Rapids Public Schools.

In

order to place the potential earnings in perspective, there were
1,873,403'*' full time equated students in Michigan public school districts
in 1975-76, exclusive of Detroit which was not included in the research
population.

The student population represented in the matched and

unmatched public school districts (Table III) was 1,022,594 or 54.58%
of the total.

Assuming that the potential gain from Table XIX is

$22.96 per student when compared to the model district, the amount of
interest revenue potentially available for all public school districts
in the State of Michigan, exclusive of Detroit, is $43,013,332
(1,873,403 x $22.96).
Potential interest earnings must be related to question one where
$5,222,720 was spent on interest costs for loans to cover cash flow
shortages.

This resulted in a cost of $5.11 per student ($5,222,720

* 1,022,594) and when projected on the state wide base, exclusive of
Detroit, equals $9,573,089 (1,873,403 x $5.11).
The net interest earnings as outlined on Table III (question number 7
minus question number 11B) equals $18,125,024.

This amount is 1.3%

of the total general fund budgets (Table III, question number 5) for
the two hundred two matched and unmatched public school districts
reporting.

The net interest earnings of the Grand Rapids Public Schools

is 3.13% of the general fund budget ($1,781,087 + $56,850,300).

■^Michigan Department of Education, Ranking of Michigan Public High
School Districts by Selected Financial Data, Bulletin 1012, 1974-75.
Lansing, Michigan. Pp. 5.
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TABLE XIX
Interest Earnings Comparison

Matched and
Unmatched
Public
School
Districts
Description Reporting
Number
Reporting
Total
Interest
Earnings

202

Matched and
Unmatched
Public School
Matched
Districts
Public School Reporting
Districts
(Split Levy,
Reporting
Winter and
(Winter Levy) Summer)

Matched and
Unmatched
Public School
Districts
Reporting
(Winter Levy)

Grand
Rapids
Public
Schools

162

30

162

36

200

$23,347,744 $19,245,736

$8,011,236

$11,234,500

$9,586,712

$13,761,032

$1,781,087

260,818

551,896

329,586

693,008

38,894

Total FTE
(Fourth
Friday)
Interest
Earnings
Per Student

Matched
Public School
Districts
Matched Public Reporting
School
(Split Levy,
Districts
Winter and
Reporting
Summer)

1,022,594

812,714

22.83 $

23.68

+ 22.96 $

+ 22.11

$

30.72

$

20.36

$ + 15.07

$

+ 25.43

29.09

$

19.86

$ + 16.70

$

+ 25.93

$

$

1

45.79

119

$

Interest
Earnings
Potential
When
Compared to
Grand Rapids
Public
Schools
$

.
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The writer compared the rate of property tax receipts and investable
funds lost between six public school districts reporting from
Kalamazoo County and the Grand Rapids Public Schools.

These public

school districts were chosen because their student membership is
similar to the Grand Rapids Public Schools, and these districts
are located in the same general geographical area of the state.
Table XX shows the data and computational process for the reported
property tax receipts, difference in the property tax receiving rate
and the resultant investable funds lost.
The membership of the six districts total 36,149, the interest earnings
are $665,609 and the budgets total $52,818,118.

This data indicated

that the interest earnings were $18.41 per student, and their interest
earnings were 1.3% of the budgets.
It is difficult for the writer, after reviewing the statutes and
analyzing the research data, to believe that the Michigan legislature,
Michigan statutes and judicial decisions intended to inhibit interest
earnings and to cause interest payments to the extent as illustrated
by this research study.
In summary, to the writer’s knowledge, no other work has been completed
in researching the Michigan property tax procedures and relating those
findings to the financial operation of a public school district.

This

work was an attempt to highlight the inequities in the current Michigan
property tax collection and safekeeping of public monies process.

This

dissertation points a direction, but the Michigan legislature and the
Michigan public school districts must develop the resources to implement
the changes.

The challenges are formidable but are not unattainable.
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TABLE XX

Comparison of the Receiving Rates of Property Taxes and Resultant Investable Funds
When Comparing the Grand Rapids Public Schools
To the Public School Districts Reporting from Kalamazoo County

Total
Amount
Received

Investable
Funds Lost
to Public
School
Districts
Reporting
from
Kalamazoo
County

+ .06769

$36,058,000

$ 2,440,766

+ .16879

36,058,000

6,086,230

+ .72277

36,058,000

26,061,640

.30365

+ .64601

36,058,000

23,293,828

.34827

+ .61370

36,058,000

22,128,794

Grand Rapids
Public Schools
Cumulative
Amount
Rate of
Received
Receipts

Districts Reporting From
Kalamazoo County
Cumulative
Rate of
Amount
Receipts
Received

7-11-75

$ 1,787,239

.07559

$

285,000

.00790

7-25-75

6,169,436

.26095

3,323,000

.09216

8-08-75

20,638,104

.87292

5,414,000

.15015

8-22-75

22,452,419

.94966

10,949,000

9-05-75

22,743,419

.96197

12,558,000

Ending
Date of
Collection
Period

Difference
in
Receiving
Rates

9-26-75

23,070,400

.97580

24,447,000

.67799

+ .29781*

36,058,000

10,738,432*

10-24-75

23,379,751

.98888

28,480,000

.78984

+ .19904*

36,058,000

7,140,926*

11-28-75

23,642,573

1.00000

36,058,000

1.00000

—

36,058,000

—

121

*These rates and funds are not comparable because of the difference in length of the receiving periods
of the summer levy of the Grand Rapids Public Schools versus the winter levy of the public school
districts reporting from Kalamazoo County.
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APPENDIX A
Public School District Instrument

MICHIGAN SCHOOL BUSINESS OFFICIALS
ASSOCIATION OF SCHOOL BUSINESS OFFICIALS
OF THE UNITED STATES AND CANADA

ALFRED J. PETERS
President
e. Supt. for Adm. Services

Address Reply to:

June 21, 1976

Asst. Superintendent
Kent Inter. School Dist.
2650 E. Beltline S.E.
Grand Rapids, Ml 49506
Phone: 616-949-7270
C. ROBERT MUTH
Executive Secretary
516 Erickson Hall
Michigan State University
DIRECTORS:
ROBERT L. BENNETT
Asst. Superintendent
Business Affairs
Alpena Public Schools
508 Taylor St.
Alpena, M'
7-356-2251
ELROY V. ELLISON
Asst. Superintendent
N. Dearborn Hts. Public S
25900 W. Warren
FREDERICK A. MILLS
Business Manager
Chelsea School District
Washington St.
Chelsea, Ml 48118

52188 Van Dyke
Utica, Ml 48087
Phone: 313-739-0400
VINCENT PIZZIMENTI
Asst. Superintendent
Business
Grosse lie Twp. Schools
23270 E. River Road
Grosse lie, Ml 48138
Phone: 313-675-1550
DUANE VAN DUZEN
Business Manager
Fremont Public Schools
20 N. Division
Fremont, Ml 49412
Phone: 616-279-7953

James J. Gallagher
Assistant Superintendent
of Business Affairs
Grand Rapids Public Schools
143 Bostwick Avenue N. E.
Grand Rapids, Michigan 49503

TO:

M.S.B.O. Members

FROM:

C. Robert Muth, Executive Secretary

SUBJECT:

Property Tax Survey

Please find attached a property tax survey that is being
conducted by the Michigan School Business Officials.
James Gallagher, Assistant Superintendent of Business Affairs
for the Grand Rapids Public Schools, is conducting this
survey on behalf of M.S.B.O. It is extremely important
research dealing with the flow of school tax dollars from
the tax collecting agency to the recipient school district.
The findings should be significant to your school district
and every other school district in Michigan. The Board of
Directors of M.S.B.O. urges your cooperation and ask that
you complete the survey form and return it to Jim immediately.
Also enclosed is a copy of the survey going to tax collection
units (townships, cities, etc.). This form is enclosed for
your information but is not to be completed by your school
district. It is enclosed so you will be aware of the full
extent of the survey, and if your assistance is needed in
expediting the completion of the tax collecting unit survey
forms, you will be informed.
Again, this is one of the most important surveys under the
sponsorship of M.S.B.O.— please help.
A self-addressed stamped envelope is enclosed for your
convenience.

IMMED. PAST PRESIDENT:
VERNON L. SCHILLER
Pontiac, Ml 48058
Phone: 313-857-8106
EXHIBITORS' REPRESENTATIVE:
MARK C. STEBBINS, SR.
Mark Stebbins & Sons, Inc.
8349 Joy Road
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A PPEN DIX A

Michigan School Business Officials
Property Tax Survey
1.

State of Michigan Code Number

2.

Name of the District

3.

Fourth Friday Membership
September, 1975

4.

Total District's State Equalized Valuation $___

5.

Total General Fund Budget 1975-76

6.

Name of the collecting unit within the district:

_______________
________________
____

$___

Summer Levy*

Winter Levy*

A.

Yes__ No__

Yes__ No__

B.

Yes__ No__

Yes__ No__

C.

Yes__ No__

Yes__ No__

D.

Yes__ No__

Yes__ No__

E.

Yes__ No__

Yes__ No__

F.

Yes__ No__

Yes__ No__

G.

Yes__ No__

Yes__ No__

H.

Yes__ No__

Yes__ No__

Unit No.

J.

Name

Yes__ No__
*Check appropriate answer.
If more than nine collecting units, please use the reverse side
of this paper.
Yes__ No__

7.

List the interest earnings (all funds)
for fiscal 1975-76

8.

Enter the following property tax revenue (include Operational,
Building and Site, and Debt Retirement):
A.
B.

Summer, 1975 Revenue (July)
Winter, 1975 Revenue (December)

C.

Total

$_______________

$_______________
________________

1975 Revenue_________________$_______________
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9.

A.

Did you receive any interest earnings as a result of your
school tax monies being invested by the Treasurer of the tax
collecting unit?

B.

If yes, please state the amount

Yes_

10.

Summer Levy
Amount

Date
7-11-75

11.

_

$

List the CUMULATIVE AMOUNT of your total 1975-76 tax revenue
collected by the following dates:

___

$

Winter Levy
Date

Amount

12-12-75

$_____

7-25-75

12-26-75 ______

8-08-75

1-09-76 ______

8-22-75

1-23-76 ______

9-05-75

2-06-76 ______

9-26-75

2-20-76 ______

10-24-75

2-27-76 ______

11-28-75

3-31-76 ______

Complete the following information regarding borrowing* of General
Operating Funds to meet the cash flow requirements:
A.

Amount of Loan

B.

Gross Interest Cost

$________________
$_______________ _

C.

Rate of Interest

_________________

*In advance of state aid or property taxes.
12.

How much of the loan would be eliminated if your taxes had been
levied on a semi-annual basis:
A.

Amount of Loan

B.

Amount of Interest
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Center for Educational Studies
Property Tax Survey
1.

Number of the Collecting Unit _

2.

Name of the Collecting Unit

3.

Is the tax bill as mailed to the Taxpayer:
A.

Completely processed by a computer

Mechanically or manually processed
Enter the CUMULATIVE AMOUNT of tax monies collected for the dates
as listed below for the 1975-76 tax revenue:
Summer Levy

Winter Levy

Date

Amount

Date

Amount

$_____

12-12-75

$_____

7-25-75_______

12-26-75

8-08-75 ______

1-09-76

8-22-75 ______

1-23-76 ______

9-05-75 ______

2-06-76 ______

9-26-75

2-20-76 ______

7-11-75

10-24-75 ______

2-27-76 ______

11-28-75 ______

3-31-76 ______

What was the amount of interest earnings from the tax monies:

$_______

R eproduced with permission of the copyright owner. F urther reproduction prohibited without perm ission.

APPENDIX B
Public School District Instrument

MICHIGAN SCHOOL BUSINESS OFFICIALS
ASSOCIATION OF SCHOOL BUSINESS OFFICIALS
OF THE UNITED STATES AND CANADA
OFFICERS:
ALFRED J. PETERS
President
Assoc. Supt. for Adm. Service
Dearborn Public Schools
4824 Lois Avenue
Dearborn, Ml 48126

July 29, 1976

JACK D. OATLEY
President-Elect
Asst. Superintendent
Kent Inter. School Dist.
2650 E. Beltiine S.E.
C. ROBERT MUTH
Executive Secretary
516 Erickson Hall
Michigan State University
East Lansing, Ml 48824
Phone:: 517-355-1720

James J. Gallagher
Assistant Superintendent
of Business Affairs
Grand Rapids Public Schools
143 Bostwick Avenue N. E.
Grand Rapids, Michigan 49503

M.S.B.O. Members
James J. Gallagher
C. Robert Muth
SUBJECT:

Property Tax Survey

DIRECTORS:
ROBERT L. BENNETT
Asst. Superintendent
Business Affairs
Alpena Public Schools
508 Taylor St.
Alpena, Ml 49707

N. Dearborn Hts. Public Schools
25900 W. Warren
Dearborn Hts., MI 48127
Phone: 313-278-7811
FREDERICK A. MILLS
Business Manager
Chelsea School District
Washington St.
Chelsea, Ml 48118
Phone: 313-475-1377

With reference to the Property Tax Survey mailed to you in
late June, our records indicate that we have r.ot received
the survey from your school district. Realizing that this
is the "busy season" for school business officials, the
findings received thus far are extremely significant.
We are enclosing another copy of the Property Tax Survey
and request that you complete it. As pointed out in the
original cover letter, the Board of Directors of M.S.B.O.
urge your cooperation and ask that you please complete
this survey and return it in the enclosed self-addressed
stamped envelope by August 16, 1976.

Grosse lie Twp. Schools
23270 E. River Road
Grosse lie, Ml 48138
Phone: 313-675-1550

Fremont Public Schools
20 N. Division
Fremont, Ml 49412
Phone: 616-279-7963
IMMED. PAST PRESIDENT:
VERNON L. SCHILLER
Business Manager
Pontiac Public Schools
350 Wide Track Dr. East
Pontiac, Ml 48058
Phone: 313-857-8106
EXHIBITORS' REPRESENTATIVE:
MARK C. STEBBINS, SR.
Mark Stebbins & Sons, Inc.
8349 Joy Road
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APPENDIX C
Tax Collecting Unit Instrument

DATE:

June 25, 1976

TO:

Treasurers

FROM:

James J. Gallagher

SUBJECT:

Property Tax Survey

Please find attached a Property Tax Survey that is being conducted
by the writer. This is a follow up of last year's survey except that
it is more extensive.
The findings should contribute significantly to the current questions
being asked regarding property taxes. Your assistance is needed in
expediting the completion of this form, and I would appreciate its
return by July 19, 1976. A self-addressed stamped envelope is enclosed
for your convenience.

JAMES J. GALLAGHER
143 Bostwick Avenue N. E.
Grand Rapids, Michigan 49503
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APPENDIX C

Center for Educational Studies
Property Tax Survey
1.

Number of the Collecting Unit

2.

Name of the Collecting Unit

3.

Is the tax bill as mailed to the Taxpayer:
A.

Completely processed by a computer

Mechanically or manually processed
4.

Enter the CUMULATIVE AMOUNT of tax monies collected for the dates
as listed below for the 1975-76 tax revenue:
Summer Levy

Winter Levy

Date

Amount

Date

Amount

$_____

12-12-75

$_

7-11-75

7-25-75 ______

5.

12-26-75 _

8-08-75 ______

1-09-76 _

8-22-75 ______

1-23-76 _

9-05-75 ______

2-06-76 _

9-26-75

2-20-76 _

10-24-75 ______

2-27-76 _

11-28-75 ______

3-31-76 _

What was the amount of interest earnings from the tax monies:

_______

$
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APPENDIX D
Tax Collecting Unit Instrument

MICHIGAN SCHOOL BUSINESS OFFICIALS
ASSOCIATION OF SCHOOL BUSINESS OFFICIALS
OF THE UNITED STATES AND CANADA

ALFRED J. PETERS
President
Assoc. Supt. for Adm. Service
Dearborn Public Schools

James J. Gallagher
Assistant Superintendent
of Business Affairs
Grand Rapids Public Schools
143 Bostwick Avenue N. E.
Grand Rapids, Michigan 49503

August 2, 1976
JACK D. OATLEY
President-Elect
. Superintendent

M.S.B.O. Members

urano napius, ivii naauo
Phone: 616-949-7270
C. ROBERT MUTH
Executive Secretary
516 Erickson Hall
Michigan State University
East Lansing, Ml 48824
Phone:: 517-355-1720

FROM:

James J. Gallagher
C. Robert Muth

SUBJECT:

Property Tax Survey

DIRECTORS:
ROBERT L. BENNETT
Asst. Superintendent
Business Affairs
Alpena Public Schools
508 Taylor St.
Alpena, Ml 49707
Phone:: 517-356-2251
N. Dearborn Hts. Public Schools
25900 W. Warren
Dearborn Hts., Ml 48127
Phone: 313-278-7811
FREDERICK A. MILLS
Business Manager
Chelsea School District
Washington St.
FRANK M. PICHEL
Asst. Superintendent
Business Affairs
Utica Community schools
52188 Van Dyke
Utica, Ml 48087
Phone: 313-739-0400

The prompt completion of your school district's Property
Tax Survey was appreciated, and the findings, thus far,
are extremely significant. However, I need your help in
obtaining information from the local governmental tax
collecting units surveyed within your school district.
The units surveyed are listed below, and as of this date,
their data has not been received by my office. An
additional copy of the governmental tax collecting unit's
survey is attached, and your communication with these
units to expedite the data as soon as possible will
certainly be appreciated.
GOVERNMENTAL TAX COLLECTING UNITS TO BE CONTACTED:

VINCENT PIZZIMENTI
Asst, superintendent
Business
Grosse lie Twp. Schools
23270 E. River Road
Grosse lie, Ml 48138
Phone: 313-675-1550
DUANE VAN DUZEN
Business Manager
Fremont Public Schools
20 N. Division
Fremont, Ml 49412
Phone: 616-279-7963
IMMED. PAST PRESIDENT:
VERNON L. SCHILLER
Business Manager
Pontiac Public Schools
350 Wide Track Dr. East
Pontiac, Ml 48058
Phone: 313-857-8106
EXHIBITORS’ REPRESENTATIVE:
MARK C. STEBBINS, SR.
Mark Stebbins & Sons, Inc.
8349 Joy Road
Detroit, Ml 48304
Phone: 313-834-2931
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A PPE N DIX E

Data Card Structures
Public School District Instrument

CC

Question
Number

Description

1

Card code

2-

6

7-24

Parameter

Field
Length

"4"

District number

1

1

Numeric

District name

2

Alpha

25-29

Fourth Friday membership
September, 1975

3

Numeric

5

30-39

District S.E.V.

4

Numeric

10

40-47

General Fund budget
1975-76

5

Numeric

8

48-55

Interest earnings
Fiscal 1975-76

7

Numeric

8

56-63

Property tax revenue
Summer, 1975 (July)

8A

Numeric

8

64-71

Property tax revenue
Winter, 1975 (December)

8B

Numeric

8

72

Interest received from Tax
Collecting Unit

9A

Yes = "1"
No = "2"

1

73-80

Amount of interest received
from Collecting Unit

9B

Numeric

8

1

Numeric

5

6

Numeric

4

1

Card code

2-

6

7-10

Collecting Unit number

"A" - "J"

District number

5
18

1

11-38

Collecting Unit name

6

Alpha

39

Summer levy

6

Yes = "1"
No = "2"

1

40

Winter levy

6

Yes = "1"

1

Wn

= "7"

131
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CC

Description

1

Card code

2- 6

District number

7-14

Cumulative tax revenue
collected 7-11-75

15-22

Cumulative tax revenue
collected 7-25-75

23-30

Cumulative tax revenue
collected 8-08-75

31-38

Cumulative tax revenue
collected 8-22-75

39-46

Cumulative tax revenue
collected 9-05-75

47-54

Cumulative tax revenue
collected 9-26-75

55-62

Cumulative tax revenue
collected 10-24-75

63-70

Cumulative tax revenue
collected 11-28-75

1

Card code

2- 6

District number

7-14

Cumulative tax revenue
collected 12-12-75

15-22

Cumulative tax revenue
collected 12-26-75

23-30

Cumulative tax revenue
collected 1-09-76

31-38

Cumulative tax revenue
collected 1-23-76

39-46

Cumulative tax revenue
collected 2-06-76

Question
Number

Parameter

Field
Length

" 5"

1

Numeric

10

Numeric
Numeric

"6 "

1

Numeric

10

Numeric
Numeric
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APPENDIX E

Field
Length

Question
Number

CC

Description

47-54

Cumulative tax revenue
collected 2-20-76

8

Cumulative tax revenue
collected 2-27-76

8

Cumulative tax revenue
collected 3-31-76

8

1

Card code

" 7"

1

2- 6

District number

Numeric

5

7-14

Loan amount for
General Operating Fund

Numeric

8

15-22

Gross interest cost of loan

11B

Numeric

8

23-28

Rate of interest of loan
(XX.XXXX)

11C

Numeric

6

Possible amount of loan
eliminated

8

Possible amount of interest
eliminated

8
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A PPEN DIX F

Data Card Structures
Tax Collecting Unit Instrument

cc

Question
Number

Description

Parameter

Field
Lengt

1

Card code

"i"

1

2- 5

Collecting Unit number

1

Numeric

4

6-33

Collecting Unit name

2

Alpha

34

Process code for tax bill

3

A = "1"
B = "2"

1

35-42

Interest earnings from
tax monies

5

Numeric

8

28

1

Card code

"2"

1

2- 5

Collecting Unit number

1

Numeric

4

6-13

Cumulative tax revenue
collected 7-11-75

4

Numeric

8

14-23

Cumulative tax revenue
collected 7-25-75

4

Numeric

8

24-29

Cumulative tax revenue
collected 8-08-75

4

Numeric

8

30-37

Cumulative tax revenue
collected 8-22-75

4

Numeric

8

38-45

Cumulative tax revenue
collected 9-05-75

4

Numeric

8

46-53

Cumulative tax revenue
collected 9-26-75

4

Numeric

8

54-61

Cumulative tax revenue
collected 10-24-75

4

Numeric

8

62-69

Cumulative tax revenue
collected 11-28-75

4

Numeric

8

134

R eproduced with permission of the copyright owner. F urther reproduction prohibited without perm ission.

135
A PPEN DIX F

cc

Description

Question
Number

Parameter

Field
Length

"3"

1

1

Card code

2- 5

Collecting Unit number

1

Numeric

4

6-13

Cumulative tax revenue
collected 12-12-75

4

Numeric

8

14-23

Cumulative tax revenue
collected 12-26-75

4

Numeric

8

24-29

Cumulative tax revenue
collected 1-09-76

4

Numeric

8

30-37

Cumulative tax revenue
collected 1-23-76

4

Numeric

8

38-45

Cumulative tax revenue
collected 2-06-76

4

Numeric

8

46-53

Cumulative tax revenue
collected 2-20-76

4

Numeric

8

54-61

Cumulative tax revenue
collected 2-27-76

4

Numeric

8

62-69

Cumulative tax revenue
collected 3-31-76

4

Numeric

8
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